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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Henry Trnpat Arxkcnson, barrister-at-law, has been 
SS ome Judge of County Oourts (Circuit No. 38) in place of 
Judge Paterson, resigned. Mr. Arxtnson was called to the 
bar in 1865, and has practised on the South-Eastern Circuit. 





Mr. Justice BuckiEy took occasion, on Saturday last, to give 
the following warning: There is, he said, a statement at the foot 
of the Sittings Pape Set with spent to short spans, the 
necessary pa including minutes of the proposed judgment 
or order, toy left with the judge’s clerk one clear day 
before the cause is to be put into the pa I have eight 
short causes in the paper to-day, and I think in only one case 
has that rule been complied with. I do not propose to take any 
steps this moraing, because sufficient notice has not been given ; 
but I want solicitors to understand that that rule must be com- 
plied with. Ocrtainly when I take up this business again I 
shall see that it iscomplied with, and I shall mention the matter 
to Mr. Justice Byxnz. If the rule is not complied with, the 
causes will be struck out. 





A cunriovus question was raised before Sir Francis Jeune last 
week in the case of Zhe Swift, an action by an oyster company 
to recover damages for injury done to their oyster beds by the 
grounding thereon of the defendant's brigantine. Negligence 
in the navigation of the vessel was established, and the defence 
raised was that oysters were ferae naturac, and were not recog- 
nized as the subject of yy property, and that there 
was no remedy im rem for damage done to them by a 
ship. It was, however, impossible to contend that oysters 
in an oyster bed are not private property at the present 
day; section 51 of the Fisheries Act, 1868, expressly declares 
that such oysters are the absolute Property of the owners of 

rivate oyster beds if such beds are sufficiently marked out or 
Sana he contention was that in 1861, when the remedy in rem 
was given by the 24 & 25 \ ict. c. 10, property in oysters in an 
oyster bed was unknown, and that ‘tet remedy was therefore 
inapplicable. The President declined to give effect to either 
part of this contention; authority is not wanting to shew 
that private property ia oysters was recognized before 
1861: see Mayor of Colchester v. Brooke (7 Q. B. 339). And even 
if this were not established, this right of property is fully 
roe, owe by the Fisheries Act, 1868 ; it a vetoes, Sbeneiers, 

damage to Property 80 recognized may e the sub) 

of an action under the Act of 1861, although such pro may 





not have been within the scope of that Act at the time when it 
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was passed. In the future it will be impossible to ascribe any 
ferocity to the oyster. 


Amone THE conditions of sale which sometimes press hardly 
upon purchasers is that which gives the vendor the right to 
rescind, notwithstanding any intermediate negotiation or 
litigation, if the purchaser insists upon a requisition which he is 
unable or unwilling to comply with. In such an event the 
condition provides that the purchaser shall be entitled to a 
return of the deposit, but without interest, costs, or compensa- 
tion. This is the wider form, but the condition may be so 
drawn as to provide for the return of the deposit ‘ without any 
interest, costs of investigating the title, or other compensation or 
payment whatsoever.” This latter form was used in the 
conditions which were under consideration in Duddell v. Simpson 
(15 W. R. 115, L. R. 2 Ch. 102), and the Court of Appeal 
held that it did not exempt the vendor from liability 
to pay the costs of litigation up to the date when he 
gave notice to rescind; but no critical examination was 
made of the words of the condition, and the grounds of the 
judgment on this point are not set out. A similar condition has 
been under consideration in Re Spindler and Mears’ Contract (ante, 
p- 361) before Farwett, J. There the vendor allowed all the 
costs of a vendor and purchaser summons to be incurred, and 
did not give notice to rescind until the day when it was to come 
on. He contended that he was under no liability in respect of 
the purchaser’s costs. But clearly the hardship upon a purchaser 
is very great if he is driven to litigation in order to make good 
& point upon his requisitions, and then, at the last moment, 
finds his costs thrown away owing to the vendor at length 
making up his mind to rescind, and Farwett, J., did not 
find it necessary so to construe the condition. He accepted 
Duddell vy. Simpson as decisive against the vendor, and he 
suggested that the express mention of ‘‘ costs of investigating 
the title ” shewed that the parties had not meant to exempt the 
vendor also from payment of costs of litigation. On the other 
hand, the condition had the general words ‘‘ or other compensa- 
tion or payment whatsoever,” and these might well be supposed, 
if taken literally, to cover the costs in question. It would be 
more satisfactory if the principle of Duddell vy. Simpson could be 
placed upon a broader basis than that suggested, and could be 
treated as rendering the vendor liable for costs incurred previous 
to the notice to rescind, in whichever of the two forms referred 
to above the condition is drawn. A decision in this sense seems 
to have been given by Byrnz, J., in Jsaacs v. Towell (1898, 2 Ch. 
285), but there the expense incurred had been slight—only the 
costs of the writ—and the condition was not discussed. Upon 
principle, when once the purchaser has bond fide commenced 
proceedings, the vendor should only be allowed to rescind upon 
terms of paying the costs already incurred. 





An INTERESTING decision as to the application of the Real 
Property Limitation Acts under somewhat singular circumstances 
has been given by the Court of Appeal in Ludbrook v. Ludbrook 
(reported elsewhere). The plaintiff and defendant were sister and 
brother. Their father died in 1885 entitled to a leasehold house 
subject to two mortgages. He bequeathed the property upon 
truste under which an annuity was given to his widow and the 

laintiff in succession for their lives, and, subject to the annuity, 
in trust for the defendant. The widow occupied the house till 
July, 1899, when she died, having bequeathed it to the 
plaintiff. For the purpose of the decision it was assumed that 
the widow’s possession was adverse to the title of the 
defendant so far as he was beneficially interested under his 
father’s will. The defendant, however, had in 1888 and 
1893 respectively taken transfers of the second and first 
mortgages, and these mortgages had been kept alive to the 
— time under the Real Property Limitation Act, 1837 (1 

ict. ¢. 28) by payment of interest. That statute, it is well known, 
was to remove the doubt which had arisen on the Act of 
1833 whether the mortgagee was not bound to enter within 
twenty years even though interest was regularly paid, and it 
enacted that the mortgagee might recover the land within 
twenty (now twelve) years after the last payment of interest, 





though more than the statutory period had elapsed since th, 
first accrual of his right of entry. The plaintiff remained jp 
possession of the house after her mother’s death until December, 
1899, when the defendant entered and excluded her, {hy 
thereupon brought the present action to recover possession, and 
before GrantHam, J., she succeeded. But though the defendant 
on entering does not appear to have relied upon his title as mort. 
gagee, yet he was clearly entitled to possession under that title, 
and the Court of Appeal have held that he could thus justify 
his possession, and the appeal was allowed. An attempt was 
made on the part of the plaintiff to obtain the benefit of section 
20 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, which provides 
that a bar to a present estate shall, ordinarily, be a bar also to 
any future estate vested in the same person. But an equity of 
redemption and a mortgage are simultaneous and not successivg 
estates, and it is difficult to see how the section could have any 
application. It is singular, however, that no suggestion was 
made that the plaintiff, though she could not recover possession 
against the defendant as mortgagee, might nevertheless be 
entitled to redeem him. His equity of redemption might well 
have been transferred to her while his title as mortgages 
remained. Probably there were circumstances in the case 
which rendered such a course impracticable. 





In tHe casE of Rex v. Hamilton, heard by the Court for the 
Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved last Saturday, the 
prisoner had been ordered by the judge of a county court to 
furnish an account of moneys he had collected from various 
subscribers for the benefit of another, and which it was alleged 
he had misappropriated. The prisoner furnished an account, but 
by fraudulently inserting against the names of the subscribers 
less sums than they had in fact subscribed, he tried to conceal 
this dishonesty. He had therefore forged this document, not in 
order to defraud any person, but for the purpose of concealing 
a fraud. The offence, therefore, does not come under any of the 
statutory provisions with regard toforgery. Forgery at common 
law, however, is defined by Biackstone as the fraudulent making or 
alteration of a writing to the prejudice of another man’s right. 
The fabricated account io this case clearly comes within this 
definition, which has been accepted as correct by the courts in 
many cases. The prisoner, therefore, was rightly convicted of 
forgery at common law, aud being an old offender, the judge 
who tried him felt it his duty to pass upon him a severe sentence. 
He was, however, met with the objection that he had no 
power to give asentence of imprisonment with hard labour, 
and to test the extent of his power, he stated the case 
recently brought before the court. Now, imprisonment without 
hard labour is the common law punishment for misdemeanors, 
and appears to be the only punishment, except & 
fine, which can be awarded without statutory authority. 
Hard labour can only be awarded under definite statutory 
authority. By section 29 of 14 & 15 Vict. c. 100, however, hard 
labour may be awarded in case of “ any cheat or fraud punish 
able at common law; any conspiracy to cheat or defraud ort 
extort money or goods,” and in other cases mentioned; but 
there is no mention of forgery. It seems, therefore, that on 
conviction for forgery at common law a sentence of imprison 
ment with hard labour caunot be passed, and this was the 
decision of the court. The judges intimated, however, 
that the prisoner might very well have been indicted 
for cheating at common law, and then the judge wo 
have been able to inflict upon him an adequate sentend 
In this case no counsel was instructed to appear @# 
either side, and the court availed itself of the service 
of the counsel who had appeared for thesprosecutor at the trial, 
and who happened to be present. He, as amicus curia, put some 
arguments before the court. This is not as it should be. OF 
course no one can oblige a prisoner to instruct counsel ; butit 
ought to be the duty of the authorities to see that in every ca 
where a judge states a case counsel is properly instructed # 
appear for the Crown at all events. Every point argued before 
this court affects the liberty of many persons, for the decisis 
becomes a binding precedent ; and it may be assumed that whe 
a judge states a case there is a substantial question to 
answered. Under these circumstances it is to the interest of th 
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ic to have the question fully and thoroughly examined, and 
es reason we think that counsel should be assigned at the 


ris unable or unwilling to instruct counsel on his own 
. The decision is of far wider importance than the fate 
of this one individual, and when once given can be altered only 


by Parliament. 





Questions of the settlement of paupers come seldom before 
the High Court nowadays compared with the large number of 
gh cases which used to occupy the time of the Queen’s Bench 
jndges fifty yearsago. A question of this sort of some importance, 
Gover, was considered a few days ago by the judges of a 

Divisional Court in the case of Zhe Guardians of West Ham Union 

y. The London County Council. The pauper was born in the 

parish of West Ham, and had lived in that parish continuously 

for some seventeen years up to the year 1888, so as to be 
imemovable therefrom. Since that year she had acquired 
no settlement, and had become chargeable as a lunatic 
fo the respondents, and the question before the court 
yas whether she was now chargeable to the appellants or 
to the respondents. The difficulty arose from the fact that in 
the year 1886 a part of the parish of Wanstead had been added 
to West Ham by an order of the Local Government Board 
mder the Divided Parishes Act, 1876. Upon this fact the 
appellants founded their case and denied their liability, relying 
upon the decision of the Court of Appeal in Zhe Dorking Union 

1. The St. Saviour’s Union (46 W. R. 309; 1898, 1 Q. B. 594), 

This was decided in accordance with Reg. v. Inhabitants of 

Tipton (3 Q. B. 215), which has been upheld and followed 
very often by the courts since the year 1842, in which 
it was heard, though frequently with much reluctance. 
Both these were cases of an old parish being split up into two 
more new parishes, under such circumstances that the old 

was in effect destroyed and disappeared. The rule 
wtablished by them is, that a settlement in a parish is a settle- 
ment in that parish as a whole, and not in a particular part of 
the parish ; and that if a parish, by- being ivided, ceases to 
exist as an entire parish, a settlement gained before the division 
ceases to exist also. This rule will probably not commend 
itself to most persons as being highly reasonable, but 
it has become too firmly established now to be moved 
aeept by Act of Parliament. The recent case, however, 
vas not one of a parish being divided up into a 
mmber of smaller parishes: it was one in which an area 
wasadded toan old parish. It was argued, therefore, for the 
tepondents that the case came within Reg. v. St. Martin’s, New 
Serum (9 Q. B. 241) rather than within the cases relied on by 
the other side ; and this view prevailed with the court. In the 
lst-mentioned case it was proved that Glastonbury had 
consisted of two distinct parishes which were united into one. 
® pauper in question in the case had asettlement in one of 
parishes before the union, and the court held that the settle- 
ment was in the parish formed of the-two parishes united. If 


this was to be upheld it settled the question under consideration, 
“was very clearly pointed out by Cuannett, J. For, admitting 
tat when a settlement is acquired in a parish, and that parish 
i destroyed, the settlement is destroyed too, we must inquire 
sort of destruction has this result. The New Sarum case 
thews that adding one whole parish to another does not have 
result. It seems necessarily to follow that adding a 

= another does not. Hence the Guardians of West 
cannot get rid of their liabilities because their parish 

ns to have been somewhat enlarged. Any other result 
Would have been almost ludicrous. The strange thing 
"that the rule established in the Zipton case should have 
wrvived so long. One would have thought that no Act would 
@ been passed relating to the dividing of parishes without a 
Mevision for apportioning the liability with regard to paupers 
thongst the divided parts. It does not seem reasonable that 
te inhabitants of one locality should be able to shift their 
ens on to the inhabitants of some locality in another part 
England merely because the first lécality has become so 
Mpulous that the parishes require rearranging. 





miblic expense to argue the case for the prisoner when the 


week by Farwett, J., in 
ante, 379). 
interest of his wife, then an infant, in personalty under her 
father’s will, subject only to the contingency of his wife’s 
surviving him before he had reduced it into possession, joined in 
a post-nuptial settlement nearly six months after the marriage. 
This settlement contained a bare recital that prior to the marriage 
the husband agreed to make the settlement of his wife’s fortune 
now made and a covenant by him that as soon as the 
interest fell into possession it should be transferred to the 
trustees upon the trusts of the settlement. These trusts 
(in the events that happened) were, after the death of the 
wife, if the husband were not or did not become a bankrupt, 
for him for life, with the usual remainder to children, the 
survivor of the husband and wife having a power of appoint- 
ment among issue. The wife having died in 1877, in October, 
1897, the husband exercised this po 
life interest to his sons. In March, 1898, a receiving order was 
made against him and he became a bankrupt. 
1899, the interest fell into 
between the trustees and the beneficiaries of the settlement and, 
on the other hand, the official receiver as trustee for the husband. 
The legal issue was whether the post-nuptial settlement 





Tux Lxcistarure by enacting in section 10 of the Judicature 


Act, 1875, that for certain purposes the rules in bankruptcy 
shall apply in the administration of insolvent estates and in the 
winding up of insolvent companies probably did not foresee the 
series of questions which it was leaving for the courts to answer, or 
it would have aimed at being more lucid in the language used. 
The bankruptcy rules, it is said, are to prevail ‘‘ as to the 
respective rights of secured and unsecured creditors and as to 
debts and liabilities provable.” Formerly there wasa tendency 
to narrow the operation of this provision, but in the recent case 
of Re Whitaker (49 W. R. 106) the Court of Appeal took a 
broader view, with the result that the bankruptcy 
rule as to payment part passu of all provable 
debts was allowed to prevail in administration, and a 
voluntary debt was advanced to the level of debts incurred 
for valuable consideration. But this falls short of assimilating 
administration and winding up to bankruptcy for all pur ' 
and the recent decision of Wricut, J.,in Re National United 
Investment Corporation (Limited) (Times, 28th ult.) shews that the 
words of section 10 must still be narrowly scanned to ascertain 
whether any particular bankruptcy rule is to have the extended 
effect conferred by the section. One such rule of frequent 
application is that contained in section 45 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1888, under which a creditor is not allowed the benefit of an 
execution or attachment unless completed before the bankruptcy, 
it being further provided that an execution against goods is com- 
pleted by seizure and sale, and an attachment of a debt by receipt 
of the debt. In the present case the question arose whether this 
rule applied in winding up so as to deprive a creditor of the benefit 
of a garnishee order nisi which he had obtained before its com- 
mencement. But if section 10 extends the rule to winding up, 
it must be by virtue of its reference to the bankruptcy rules, 
“as to the respective rights of secured and unsecured creditors.” 
What exactly may be the meaning of this phrase—whether it 
refers only to cases where the rights of secured creditors are in 
conflict with the rights of unsecured creditors, or also to cases 
affecting the rights of either class inter se—is not clear : see per 
Fry, J., in Re Maggi (30 W. R. 729, 20 Ch. D. 545); per 
Vaveuan Wriiutams; L.J., in Re Whitaker (supra). Whicur, J., 


however, has now held that its effect is not to apply the bank- 
ruptcy rules for the purpose of determining who are secured 
creditors. Section 10 starts by assuming certain creditors to be 
secured and others unsecured, and applies the rules in bank- 
ruptcy accordingly. 
garnishee order nisi, and serving it before a winding up 
commenced (see Re Stanhope Silkstone Collieries Co, 11 Oh. D. 
160), has placed himself in the position of a secured creditor, 
section 45 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, does not apply so as to 
deprive him of his security. 


Hence where a creditor by ene 4 
as 





AN ELABORATE and interesting judgment was delivered last 
Re Holland, Gregg v Holland (reported 


A husband entitled jure marts to the reversionary 


wer and surrendered his 


In December, 
ion, and the question now was 


containing the recital of an —— ent was sufficient 
to satisfy section 4 of the Statute of Frau Farwstt, J., held 
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that it was not, and that, therefore, under the circumstances, 
the official receiver was entitled to the share or interest of the 
wife in the testator’s estate. It appears to be settled that, in 
the absence of such a recital, a parol contract before marriage 
cannot support a post-nuptial settlement as against creditors. But 
in Barkworth v. Young (4 Drew. 1) Kuxpgrszey, V.C., held that a 
statement of a parol agreement in an affidavit made after the mar- 
riage by the party to be charged was enough to satisfy the statute. 
In Trowell vy. Shenton (26 W.R. 887, 8 Oh. D. 318), however, 
Sir Gzorcz Jzsszet, M.R., held that Barkworth v. Young was 
overruled by Warden v. Jones (6 W. R. 180, 2 De G. & J. 76), 
and referred to the following passage in Lord CranworTH’s 
judgment in Warden v. Jones as disposing of all the other 
authorities: ‘‘Lord Taurtow decided in Dundas v. Dutens (2 Cox 
235) that such a settlement [a post-nuptial settlement reciting 
that it was made in pursuance of an ante-nuptiul agreement] is 
good, and on that decision I will only remark that if it be a 
correct view of the law the whole policy of the statute [of 
Frauds] is defeated. It cannot be enough merely to say in 
writing that there was a previous parol agreement. It 
must be proved that there was such an agreement, and to 
let in such proof is precisely what the statute meant to forbid.” 








WARRANTY AS TO DRAINAGE UPON THE LETTING 
OF A HOUSE. 


Tue recent decision of the Court of Appeal (A. L. Sura, M R., 
aod Cotiiys and Romer, L.JJ.) in De Lasalle v. Guilford (Times, 
27th ult.) will have a useful effect in simplifying the law with 
regard to representations as to drainage made upon the letting 
of a house. Hitherto it has been very difficult to say that such 
representations, if untrue, imposed any liability upon the lessor 
unless he had made them fraudulently, and then of course he 
would be exposed to an action for deceit. In various cases it 
has been suggested that the representation, though verbal, 
might amount to a warranty, but the distinction between 4 
warranty and a mere represéntation has not been defined, and 
should the representation be held to be-a warranty of the fact 
represented, so as to afford ground for an action in the event 
of a breach of the warranty taken apart from the lease, yet 
there is the further difficulty that the verbal warranty may be 
held to be displaced by the written contract involved in the 
A reference to the recent decisions will shew with what little 
success tenants have relied hitherto upon representations as to 
drainage. In Burtsal v. Bianchi (1891, 65 L, T. 678) the lessor 
promised to make the drainage perfect in every way, and before 
the lease was executed he stated positively that this had been done. 
The tenant said that he was induced by this representation to 
take the lease. In the action he alleged that the representation 
was untrue, but Cuarzzs, J., held that, even if this were so, he 
could not recover. He distinguished the case from Mann v. Nunn 
(43 L. J. C. P. 241), where there was a promise to complete the 
drainage after the lease, and pointed out that here there was no 
more than a representation. ‘‘To my mind,” he said, “the 
plaintiff fails completely, because he only proves a representation, 
and an honest representation, by thedefendant.” Healsointimated 
that he agreed with Bracxsven, J., in Angell v. Duke (82 L. T. 
320) in doubting whether Mann vy. Nunn was rightly decided, 
since, even if there had been a contract as to the drainage, it 
was not collateral to the lease, and so, being verbal, was super- 
seded by the lease. Thus, according to Burtsal v. Bianchi, the 
representation, though relied on by the plaintiff, was not a 
warranty, and, if a warranty, it was not collateral to the lease. 
In Kennard v. Ashman (1894, 10 T. L. R. 213) there was a 
representation on the part of the lessor that a house was well 
built and in perfect sanitary condition, and aleo 4 promise that 
whatever sanitery work should be determined by a specified 
sanitary engineer to be necessary should be done, and his 
certificate obtained. Having regard to this promise, it was 
hardly possible to say that there was a warranty as to the 
sanitary state of the premises, but it was contend, though 
unsuccessfully, that this was the effect of the ta- 
tion as to their being well built. Wu, J,, : “An 


might not have been intended and accepted as a prottiiy 
or warranty, or as a simple assurance. The statement that, 
house was well built was of a very general character, aqj 
was in its character more like the expression of an opinion thy 
an allegation of fact.” Moreover, “if there had been sughy 
promise, it would have been so intimately connected with thy 
very subject of the contract of tenancy that it ought to hay 
formed part of the lease.” In this case, therefore, there wag, 
recognition that a representation mien amount to a warranty, but 
the particular representation was held not to have such an effect, 
and if there had been a warranty it would have been put an end tp 
by the lease. There was an appeal (10 T. L. R. 447), but thej 
ment of the Court of Appeal, which affirmed that of Wits, J, 
turned solely upon the facts, and it would seem that the cout 
agreed that there was no warranty. In Longman v. Blow 
(1896, 12 T. L. R. 520), om the other hand, there was a ver 
distinct warranty in writing as to the sanitary state of a hous, 
which was subsequently taken on lease, but Wricur, J., held 
that the warranty was destroyed by the lease. In other words, 
it was not collateral to the lease, and if the parties wished tp 
rely upon it after the lease it should have been incorporated in 
that instrument. 
In Best v. Edwards (1896, 60 J. P. 9) the distinction betwee 

@ mere representation and a warranty was again taken by Win, 
J., but he left it to the jury to say to which category the repre 
sentation in question belonged, and the jury found there wasn 
warranty. The importance of this case lies in the direction given 
by the learned judge to the jury. Before the agreement fors 
three years’ tenancy was signed, the plaintiff's wife ‘‘ made 4 
particular point of asking whether the drains were good, ani 
Mrs. Epwarps (the defendant) assured her that they were, and 
that some five years previously they had been put in thorough 
repair, or words to that effect.” In directing the jury 
ILLs, J., pointed out that there was a great difference between 
Mrs. Best asking Mrs. Epwarps if she considered the drains 
good, and whether the question asked was seriously intended t 
be the basis of the contractual relation between the parties 
In the subsequent case of Green v. Symons (1897, 13 T. L. R. 30!) 
the jury took a different view, and found that there had been 
a warrantry that a house was dry, though only a verbal ome. 
But the Court of Appeal set the verdict aside upon the ground 
that there was no evidence of a warranty. The report does not 
shew what was the particular statement made, but in the 
view of Lord Esuzr, M.R., “ What the defendant said as to the 
house being dry was a mere innocent representation which did 
not give rise to any cause of action.” And similarly Currry, LJ.: 
“The evidence went to a representation only, and did m0 
amount to a warranty.” 
The result of the cases is that, while the possibility of there 
being a warranty as distinct from a representation was admi 
yet practically statements as to the condition of premises were 
almost always held to be representations only, and in the event 
of their being untrue they gave rise, in the absence of fraud, # 
no cause of action. The only statement as to the nature of thé 
distinction is that contained in the direction of Wrz1s, J., @ 
Best v. Edwards—to constitute a warranty the representation 
must form the basis of the contractual relation between 
rties—but the jury in that case omitted to follow this up 
y giving ite,due effect to a representation made apparently 
with a view to inducing the contract. In the present cas 
of De Lasalle v. Guilford (supra), the Oourt of Appeal have 
examined more carefully into the nature of a warranty, 
and at length a verbal representation as to the sanitary state of 
premises has been held to constitute a warranty. It appeaté 
that before exchanging the agreement and the counterpart, the 
plaintiff's wife aa for a specific assurance as to the state of 
the drains, and, according to her evidence, the defendant gav? 
his word for their perfect condition. The documents were thet 
exchanged. The jury were asked whether this amounted to & 
warranty, but they shirked the question. They found (1) that 
there was a distinct representation by the defendant that the 
drains were in good order; (2) that the defendant did not give his 
word as to the perfect condition of the drains; and (3) that there 
was no fraudulent misrepresentation on the part of the defendaat 





assurance that a certain state of things existed might or 


On these =e Bavoz, J., held that there was no warranty, 
but the Oourt o 


Appeal have differed from him. The Mast — 
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of the Rolls has gone back to the statement of Butter, J., in 
Pasley v. Freeman (3, T. R. 51), that “ an affirmation at the time 
of sale is a warranty provided it appear in evidence to have been 
so intended,” and to this he adds that, “in determining whether 
it was so intended, a decisive test is whether the vendor assumes 
to assert a fact of which the buyer is ignorant, or merely states 
an opinion or judgment upon a matter of which the vendor has 
no special knowledge, and on which the buyer may be —S 
also to have an opinion and to exercise his judgment. In the 
former case it is a warranty, in the latter not.” To 
ply this rule to representations made as to the sani- 
tary state of a house is practically to turn all such 
statements into warranties. The tenant looks to the landlord 
asthe person to be acquainted with the facts, and he wants from 
him a statement upon which he can rely in deciding whether to 
take the house or no. Such a statement the defendant in the 
mt case made, and he was held accordingly to have 
warranted that the drains of the house were in good order. 
Hitherto the tendency has clearly been to treat such a statement 
as being @ mere representation, unless there was distinct evidence 


that it was intended to be a warranty. In future the tendency 


will be the other way, and a statement made upon the occasion 
of, and with a view to, a letting will, it is apprehended, be 
deemed to be a warranty, unless there is special reason to 
suppose that the tenant accepted it simply as an expression of 
opinion on the part of the landlord, an opinion upon which he 
was not to rely without verification. 

There remains the question whether the warranty as to the 
sanitary state of the premises can be treated as collateral to the 
lease 80 as to survive the execution of that instrument. It will 
be seen from the statement of recent cases given above that 
hitherto it has been the prevalent opinion that it was a matter 
80 intimately connected with the subject-matter of the lease that 
any stipulation on this head was bound to be incorporated in the 
lease if the parties wished it to have a continuing effect. This 
was the opinion of Cuaruzs, J., in Burtsall v. Bianchi and of 
Waicut, J., in Longman v. Blount, and though in other cases it 
may appear that the court, by entertaining the question of 
warranty, admitted that the warranty, if proved, would survive 
the lease, yet there has been no satisfactory decision to that 
effect. The cases where parol agreements have been allowed to 
stand with written agreements as being collateral to them are 
very limited in number. Mann v. Nunn (supra), where a promise 
to put drains in repair was held to be collateral, has, as we have 
seen, been doubted, and the leading authority under this head is 
Erskine v. Adeane (21 W. R. 802, 8 Ch. 756), where the promise 
upheld by the court was a promise by the landlord to keep down 
rabbits, an — of a very different kind. Of course, if a 
Tepresentation has once been held to be contractual, it is 
immaterial that it is a warranty of an existing state of fact, and 
not a promise to do something in the future. In the present 
case the Court of Appeal have held that the warranty as to 
drainage is cultatecst to the lease, and consequently an action 
can be brought upon it althougl it has not been incorporated in 
that instrument. It is probable that the result of the decision 
will be to make it much easier for tenants to fix their landlords 
with liability for statements as to the sanitary condition of 
premises made upon the accepting of the tenancy. 
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Privy Counotn Aprpeats: A Manvat SHEWING THE PRACTICE 
AND PROCEDURE IN COLONIAL AND INDIAN APPEALS BEFORE 
THE Lorps oF THE JupIcIAL CoMMITTER OF His MAJsEsty’s 
Most HonovuraBie Privy Counc. By THomas Preston, F.8.A., 
Record Clerk in the Judicial Department of the Privy Council, 
Wirn Norges AND MopERN PrEcEDENTs AND Forms. Puoblished 
by permission of the Lord President, Eyre & Spottiswoode. 


This little manual, the author states, is intended to take the place 
of Lattey’s ‘‘ Handy Book on the Practice and Procedure of the Privy 
Council,” which is out of print as well as out of date, and will not be 


réprinted. It first conducts the practitioner all the various 
steps in an ordinary appeal, from the ent an ® down to 
the issue of the final order, and then deals with the comptica- 








tions that may arise in particular cases. Useful precedents are given 
of the pater Se which will require to be , and also of t bills 
of costs; and the final ters set out the appeal rules, with o 
tabulated list of colonies shewing the conditions of appeal, and 
instructions for printing records and cases, The whole forms a con- 
cise but complete guide to Privy Council procedure. 





PROCEDURE. 


First ELEMENTS OF PROCEDURE, By T. Baty, B.A., Barrister-at- 
Law. Effingham Wilson. 


For the student it is extremely important to obtain a general and 
orderly acquaintance with the principles of procedure before he 
ventures upon the intricacies and multifarious of the Annual 
Practice. The present book is intended to furnish bim with the 
necessary assistance in this respect; or, in the author’s words, “‘ to 
give the beginner such a grasp of the main features of the subject as 
will enable its details to be easily and clearly appreciated afterwards.” 
It divides the course of litigation into (1) the commencement of pro- 
ceedings, (2) the information of such commencement to the parties, 
(3) the ascertainment of the points at issue, (4) the contest upon the 
issues, (5) the decision of the tribunal (including appeals), and (6) 
obtaining the benefit of the decision ; and under these general heads 
it treats in sufficient detail of the various known more familiarly 
as issue of writ or summons, service of proceedings, pleading, 
evidence and trial, judgment, and execution. The text is clearly 
written and conveniently divided into sub-headings, and references 
are given to the Rules of the Supreme Court and to the more 
important decisions. The author has succeeded in compressing his 
work into a small volume, and it will be found to be a serviceable 


student’s book. 








CASES. OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
LUDBROOK v. LUDBROOK. No. 1. 15th and 29th March. 


Srarurs or Limrrations—Morteass—" Person Cranamve Unper a Morr 
GAGE’’—PossEssion ADVERSE TO Mortcacor—Rgat Prorerry Lo«rra- 
tion Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 57), s. 9. 


Application by the defendant for judgment or new trial in an action tried 
before Grantham, J,,and a special jury. The action was brought to recover 
ossession of certain premises in the East End of London and mesne profits 
rom the 27th of December, 1899, and damages for trespass. The plainti 
was the sister of the defendant, and alleged that under the Real Property 
Limitation Acts, 1833 and 1874, her mother had acquirei a title by possession 
for more than twelve years, for the remainder of the term for which the 
premises were held, and that she, under her mother’s will, was entitled to 
the house. The jury found that since the death of the plaintiff’s father the 
mother was in possession of the house, and after her death the plaintiff was 
in possession, but without the consent of the defendant. Grantham, J., on 
further consideration, gave judgment for the plaintiff. 

Tue Cover (A. L. Surrs, M-R., and Coruns and Romer, L.JJ.) having 
taken time to consider, gave judgment allowing the appeal, and entering 
judgment for the defendant. 

Romer, L.J., in giving the decision of the court, said: The only question 
raised for their determination on this appeal was, whether the plaintiff was 
entitled to recover from the rg oe Ig of the premises known as 
Eagle House, Harford-street, Mile End, London, E. Apart from the 
Statute of Limitations as altered by the Act of 1874, it was clear that the 
oe no title to the premises. Several defences had been raised, 

ut there was one short answer to the claim which rendered it unnecessary 
to consider the other — taken by the defendant. He was a mortgagee 
of the premises, and he claimed the benefit of the statute of 7 Will 4 & 
1 Vict. o. 28, as altered by the statute 37 & 38 Vict. o. 57,8. 9. The court 
thought that the defendant’s claim on this ground afforded a complete answer 
to the plaintiff's case. The circumstances of the case, so faras were necessary to 
shew how the — dealt with arose, might, he said, be stated briefly thus : 
The father of the plaintiff and the defendant held these and the adjoining 
remises under a lease for a term of expiring 1922, He mor! the 
ease to secure certain advances. In 1885 the father died, having by his 
will bequeathed the lease to two trustees in trust to seoure an annuity given 
to his widow for life, and after her death an annuity to his daughter, the 
laintiff, and subject thereto in trust for the defendant. After the testator’s 
eath, his widow, during her lifetime, resided in Eagle House. On the Ist 
of December, 1888 the defendant, in consideration of his payment to the 
executors of the second mortgagee of the «um then —_ transfer 
to himself of the mortgage debt and seourity ; and on 27th of January, 
1893, he obtained in the same way a transfer from the first . In 
1894 he purchased and had conveyed to him the reversion, subject to 
lease, in the leasehold premises. In July, 1899, the widow died, gory tf 
will bequeathed all her property to epee The plaintiff had 
living with her mother up to the time of and continued to resite 
at Eagle House until December, 1899, when the defendant took possession, 
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and the present action was commenced. It was said on behalf of 
the plaintiff that, at any rate up to the date of the transfer in 1893 
of the first mortgage to the defendant, interest on the mortgages had 
been duly paid by the mortgagor and his assigns within the meaning of 
7 Will. 4 & 1 Vict. 0, 28. Twelve years, therefore, had not elapsed 
since the last payment of interest. when the defendant took possession. 
It was also clear that the mortgages were still in existence, and had not been 
merged or extinguished, and therefore the defendant could claim the 
benefit of the statute. Evenif the defendant, as the plaintiff contended, 
Gid not originally intend to take possession as mortg»gee, it was open to him 
by his defence to justify the taking of possession in his capacity of 
mortgagee as against the plaintiff, who sought to treat him as a trespasser. 
The plaintiff said, moreover, that inasmuch as she had acquired er the 
Statute of Limitations a good title against the defendant in his capacity 
other than that of mortgagee, he was barred as mortgagee by virtue of 
section 20 of the Act of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27. But even if section 20 
applied to any concurrent right other than one in respect of a future estate 
or interest, yet in the present case that section could not apply. The 
defendant was not in the position of a mortgagor. The trusts upon which 
the lease, subject to the mortgages on it, was held by the trustees of the 
father’s will, were still existing, ‘The defendant had no estate in possession 
other than his estate as mortgagee, and he had no right, apart from his right 
as mortgagee, to make an entry or distress, or bring an action to recover 
the land within the words of the section. In short, he never came within 
the words of the section at all. Lastly, it was said on behalf of the plaintiff 
that the statute 7 Will. 4 & 1 Vict. c. 28 only applied to proceedings 
between the mortgagor and the mortgagee. But the statute was not in 
terms limited to such proceedings, and it had been held in several cases not 
to be to limited : see Thornton v. France (1897, 2 Q. B. 143, and the earlier 
authorities there considered). Here the mortgages were executed before the 
commencement of the possession of the widow and there were no circum- 
stances existing which prev: nted the defendant from claiming the benefit of 
the statute as against the plaintiff. On this ground the plaintiff's case failed. 
Had, however, the defendant not been a mortgagee, the court under the 
circumstances would have considered it necessary that a new trial should 
take place.—CounseL, M’Call, K.C., Younger, K.O0., and Lawless; J. A, 
Foote, K.C., H. Terrell, K.C., and A. B. Shaw. Soxicrrors, Herbert M. 
Sandom ; Parson, Lee, § Co. 


[Reported by Ersxixe Rein, Barrister-at-Law. ]} 


LONDON AND COUNTY BANKING CO, v. NIXON. No. 2. Ist April, 


Morrecace—Priornity—EqQvuiTaBLe AssIGNMENT—GETTING IN LEGAL 
EstatE—RegwatTion Back. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Farwell, J., of the 27th of 
July, 1900. Prior to the year 1897 Frederick Talbot ‘Tasker was a 
customer of the plaintiffs, and as such became largely indebted to 
them. The plaintiffs required him to give security, and accordingly, 
on the 14th of August, 1897, he deposited with the plaintiffs certain 
indentures of mortgage, and on the same day, by a deed of charge, 
he charged in favour of the plaintiffs all his interest in the property 
comprised in the deposited indentur-s of mortgage as a security for the 
payment on demand of all moneys owing from him to the plaintiffs, By 
this document Tasker undertook on request to execute a legal mortgage to 
the bank or to such person or persons as they might appoint. And he 
declared that dnring the continuance of the security he would hold all his 
present and future estate thereby churged in trust for the bank as such 
mortgagees as aforesaid, and would convey the same as they should direct. 
And he authorized the bank during the continuance of the security to remove 
him or any other person from being a trustee in respect of the trust 
hereinbefore declared, and to appoint themselves or any persons or person to 
be trustees or a trustee in respect of the said trust, and thereupon to 
make a declaration vesting all his said estate in such new trustees or 
trustee. And Tasker thereby irrevocably appointed the head manager, 
the chief accountant, and the country manager of the bank, and 
every two or one of them jointly and severally his attorneys and 
attorney for him and on his behalf to make, execute, and deliver every 
or any such further mortgage or mortgages as aforesaid. By an indenture 
dated the 5th of April, 1898, and made between Tasker of the one part and 
the — of the other part (executed on behalf of Tasker by officials of 
the as his attorneys) the several principal sums owing on the security 
of the mortgages were assigned by Tasker to the plaintiffs, and the heredita- 
ments comprised in the mortgages were granted and conveyed to the plaintiffs 
as a security for the payment of all moneys secured by the deed of charge of 
the 14th of August, 1897. The mortgages deposited with the plaintiffs were 
held by Tasker as trustee of a marriage settlement and formed part of the 
funds thereby settled. From 1890 to 1895 he was sole trustve, but on the 
25th of February in the latter year the defendant Nixon was appointed his 
co-trustee. In March 1898 Tasker absconded, and was afterwards adjudicated 
bankrupt. On the 10th of February, 1900, R. Guswell was appointed a 
a trustee of the settlement in the place of Tasker and the trust estate was 
duly vested in the defendants. When the document of the 14th of August 
was executed, the bank had no notice that Tasker was a trustee ot the 
poopems, Yat they hed received notice of the trust before they executed on 
bis | the mortgage of the 5th of April, 1898. Both parties in this 
action claimed priority over the charge or security of the other in respect of 
the said mortgages. Farwell, J., heid that the defendants were entitled to 
priority over the bank. ‘The plaintiffs now appealed. 


Tue Court (Riczy, Vavcuan WituiaMs, and Srizuinc, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal, holding that it was inequitable in the bank to get in the legal 
estate against Nixon or the Tasker beneficiaries, and that against neither 
ought the bank to be allowed to gain priority by so doing. It was contended 











that the deed of the 5th of April. 1898, related back to the 14th of August, 
1897, and Cooke v. Wilton (29 Beav. 100) and London and County Bank y, 
Goddard (45 W. R. 310) were cited in support of that view. But in neither 
of those cases had the equitable mortgagee notice of any express trust 
affecting the legal title at tne time when it was got in. Further, those cases 
did not support the proposition for which they were cited, and in the absence 
of authority the contention appeared to be wholly without foundation.— 
Counsel, Warmington, K.C., Bramwell Davis, K.C., and E. Chitty; 
Badcock, K.C., and EZ. Ford. Soutcrtors, Harries, Wilkinson, § Raikes; 
Freeman § Son. 
| Reported by S, E. Witu1ams, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MANCHESTER SHIP CANAL CO. v. MANCHESTER RACECOURSE (0, 
No. 2. Ist April. 


Contract — ILLeGaLiry — RemoTreness — UNCERTAINTY —STATUTORY Oon- 
FIRMATION —Contract To Give “ First Rerusa’”’—InrTerest In LAnp— 
PuRCHASER WITH Notice — InJuNcTION—MaNCHESTER Suir CANAL (Surpiuvs 
Lanps) Act, 1893, s. 3. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Farwell, J. (reported 1900, 2 Ch. 
352). The action was by the Manchester Ship Canal Co. for an injunction 
to restrain the Manchester Racecourse Co. from selling their racecourse to the 
Trafford Park Estates (Limited) or any other person without first offering 
it to the Manchester Ship Canal Co, at the same cash price that the intend. 
ing purchasers were willing to give, and to restrain the Trafford Park 
Estates (Limited) from completing an agreement to purchase the same until 
this had been done. The action was based on an agreement of the 7th of 
March, 1893, entered into between the Canal Co. and the Racecourse Oo. 
and scheduled to the Manchester Ship Canal (Surplus Lands) Act, 1893, by 
which it was confirmed and declared to be valid pa binding upon the parties 
thereto. The parties to the agreement were in each case defined to include 
their successors and assigns where the context so required or admitted. 
Clause 3 of the agreement was as follows: “If and whenever the lands and 
hereditaments belonging to the Racecourse Co., and now used as a racecourse, 
shall cease to be used us a racecourse, or should the afvresaid lands and 
hereditaments be at any time proposed to be used for dock purposes, then, 
and in either of such cases, the Racecourse Co. shall give to the Canal 
Co. the first refusal of the aforesaid lands and hereditaments en d/oc.” 
On the 10th of August, 1889, the Canal Co. informed the Racecourse 
Co. of their intention to apply to Parliament for compulsory power to 
acquire the racecourse for dock purposes; and thereupon negotiations 
for purchase by private contract were commenced. On the 20th 
of October, 1899, the Racecourse Co. offered the property to the 
Canal Co. for £350,000, subject to certain conditions. On the 4th of 
November, 1899, the Canal Co. declined to entertain the offer. On 
the 6th of November, 1899, Wallis, the agent of the Canal Oo, told 
Davies, the chairman of the Racecourse Co., that he was authorized 
to offer £200,000, On the 7th of November, 1899, Davies, having consulted 
with his co-directors, told Wallis that the Racecourse Co. would not 
accept £200,000, but that he would submit any offer to his co-directors, 
Wallis said he could make no further offer, but if Davies would obtain 
authority to agree to terms, Wallis was prepared to discuss the matter, as he 
was in a position to agree a price on behalf of the Canal Co, In the 
meantime negotiations had been going on between the Racecourse Co. and 
the Trafford Park Estates (Limited), who on tha 20th of October, 1899, were 
offering £250,000, which on the 7th of November, 1899, was increased to 
£280,000, together with an option of acquiring other land, and the benefit of 
a restrictive covenant into which they proposed to enter. The Canal Co. 
were not informed what price the Trafford Park Co. were offering. By an 
agreement dated the 22nd of December, 1899, the Racecourse Co. agreed to 
sell the racecourse to the Trafford Park Oo. for £280,000, subject to the 
rights of the Canal Co. under the agreement of the 7th of March, 1893, the 
Racecourse Co. to have the option of acquiring 150 acres of land in Trafford 
Park at £1,500 an acre at any time before the 24th of June, 1902, and the 
Trafford Park Co. undertaking not to use or sell any land on the Trafford 
Park Estate, or within fifteen miles of Manchester, for the purposes of a 
racecourse. Farwell, J., held that the effect of the Act of 1893 was to give 
statutory validity to every clause of the agreement, so that no question of 
remoteness or uncertainty could arise, that the Racecourse Co. could not sell 
the racecourse without informing the Canal Co. of the actual cash price 
offered by an intending purchaser, and offering it to the Oanal Co. at that 
price, and that this right of the Canal Co. of first refusal could be enfored 
against an intending purchaser with notice. The defendants appealed. 


Tus Cover (Ricsy, Vavcnan Witt1ams, and Srizuine, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. The main question was whether the Racecourse Oo. did or did 
not give the Canal Co. the ‘‘ first refusal.’’ The agreement did not state the 
particular terms or price to be offered, but the Racecourse Co. were bound 
to make a fair and reasonable offer. This they had nt done, and con- 
s-quently they had not given the Canal Co. the “first refusal’’ within 
clause 3 of the agreement. It was urged that clause 3 was void, but their 
lordships held that it was perfectly valid, ‘They also held that the clause 
in question did not confer an interest in the land, but amounted to 4 
negative contract not to part with the property without giving the Canal 
Co. the firat refusal. ‘hat being so they did not see why, under the 
circumstances, an injunction should not be granted against the Trafford Park 
Co. as well as against the Racecourse Co. ‘Che judgment of the court below 
would therefore be affirmed.—CounsgL, Moulton, K.C., Swinfen Eady, K.., 
and Clare ; Warmington, K.C., Hughes, K.O., and A. L. Hillis; Upjohn, 
K.C., and Stewart Smith. Soricrrons, Grundy, Kershaw, Samson, § Oo. ; 
L. W. Byrne, for Taylor, Kirkman, § Colley, Manchester ; Ashwell, Browning, 
$ Tutin, for Ashwell § Tutin, Nottingham. 


(Reported by 8. BE. Wittiams, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
EDMONDSON v. EDMONDSON AND OTHERS. Barnes, J. 28th March. 
Pronate—Oontincent WILL. 


This was an action in which Constance Edmondson claimed, as one of 
the universal legatees for life under the will of Mr. Thomas Grassyard 
Edmondson, sentence pronouncing for the validity of the will and for a 

tof letters of administration with the will annexed. The will was 
dated the 23rd of June, 1871. ‘(he material part of the will was in these 
words: ‘‘In case [, Tnomas Gras:yard Edmondson, should not return 
home in consequence of death, I hereby give and devi-e, &c. . . . My 
horses Tempest and Thunderbolt to be sold for £100 each.’ Having 
executed this will in 1871, the testator at once went on a fishing expedition 
to Norway and returned home in the following September. Afterwards 
from time to time he travelled about m Palestine and elsewhere and 
eventually died suddenly on the 7th of June, 1900, while fishing in 
Scotland. The defendants pleaded tnat the will was conditional upon an 
event which never happened, namely, the death of the testator in Norway. 
For the plaintiffs it was contended, firstly, that the will was not conditional 
atall, but secondly, that if it was, the condition had been complied with, 
inasmuch as the testator did ‘‘not return home in consequence of death.”’ 

Barnes, J., after taking time to consider bis judgment, said that he 
thought the question was one entirely of construction of the will ‘The 
cases cited were not much assistance as the more they were looked into the 
more puzzling they appeared. The most important of them, however, was 
In the Goods of Spratt (1897, P. 28), The President in that case said that 
the two criteria were whether the nature of the disposition made appeared 
to have relation to the time or circumstances of the contingency and 
whether the contingency was connected with a period of danger to the 
testator. Lord Penzance, in the case of In the Goods of Porter (2 P. & D. 
22), said, ‘‘ The question generally arises whether the te.tator intends to 
limit the operation of the will to the time during which such calamity is 
imminent. If the language used by him can by any reasonable interpretation 
be construed to mean that he refers to the calamity and the period of time 
during which it may happen as the reason for making a will, then the 
will is not conditional ; but if he refers to the calamity or the possible 
occurrence of some event as a reason for a certain disposition of his 
property and mixes up the disposition of the property with the event so 
that one is dependent on the other, then the court must hold the will to 
be conditional.’”” Applying these principles to the will in question, it was 
clear that the will was a conditional will. The court, as to the second 
point, was of opinion tbat the condition had not been complied with, and 
that the testator had in his mind his Norway trip when he made his will. 
The will therefore must be pronounced against. —UounsgL, Inderwick, K.U., 
and Priestley; Bargrave Deane, K.0.. and Willock. Soutcirors, Bell, 
Brodrick, § Gray ; Warriner § Co. tor Lloyd §& Pratt, Newport. 

[Reported by Gwynne Hatt, Barrister at-Law.] 


THE DEERHOUND. The President and Barnes, J. 
5th Feb. and 5th March. 


ApminaLry—DemvurRracGeE—LIissiLity or SH1rowNERS—CHARTERERS— 
ConsEQUENCES. 


This was an appeal from the county court of Glamorganshire, holden at 
Cardiff on the 26th of December, 1900. Tne plaintiffs, tne Ogmore Steam- 
ship Co., were owners of the steamship Deerhound, and claimed from the 
defendants Meesrs. H. Borner & Co., the charterers of The Deerhound, (a) 
£22 by way of demurrage, and (4) £43 103. 10d by way of balauce of 
freight. The circumstances hereinafter appearing raised for the con- 
sideration of the court a principle of law of an important character in 
mercantile law. The facts were as follows: The Deerhound is a ve:sel of 
1,052 tons register, and was chartered to carry a cargo of 2,100 tons of iron 
ore from Spain to Senhouse Dock, Maryport, the charter-party providing 
that the cargo should be discharged at vfe shilling per tun. The vessel 
arrived on the 13th of June and uccording to the terms of the charter-party 
the was to be berthed withia twenty-four hours after arrival. The dock 
authorities under one of their bye-laws did not permit more than one 
Vessel at a time to Le berthed to discharge or load for or from the same 
Comignees or consignors if a vessel to discharge, for or from the same 
consignees or consignors is at the time in the dock waiting for a berth. 
Now at the time the steamship J/cerhound arrived at the Senhouse roads — 
vz., on the 13th «f June, the consignees (Messrs. Cammells & Co.) had 
other ships in dock and awaiting to discharge, and accordingly the 

ip Deerhound was not allowed into dock until midnight on the 

15th of June and did not get « discharging berth (at least for any effective 
Purpose) until 10 p.m. on the 26th of June. On the question of the 
demurrage arising trom this state of facts the plaintiffs relied on the cases 
of Watson v. Borner (4 Com. Cas. 335, 5 Com. Uas. C. A. 377) and Asheroft 
¥. Crow Orchard Co.(L. R.9 Q. B. 540). Un the second point—i.c., the 
balance of freight, it appeared that at the time the Deerhound arrived 
at Maryport there was some dislocation in the working of the dock. ‘The 
gates were not working, and wheu the tide was ebb the vessels 
Were left on the mud, a tact which necessitated the use of the 
thip’s winches. Under the cnarter-party it was stipulated that the 

Pp was to give the use of cranes and winches with necessary 
steam-power and hands, the ship to keep the steam winches in good 
Working order. It was further agreed that the vessel should discharge 
at one shilling per tou. In consequence of the extra trouble involved 

Teason of the condition of the harbour, the stevedore, who was the 


ready and willing to give the use of his men and winches. The stevedore, 
however, declined on the ground that his men would not work unless they 
did the whole of the discharging, and he declined to allow the master to 
use his winches or hiscrew. The work of discharging is a joint operation 
inasmuch as the ship provides the winches and the steam. As the 
charterer’s men declined to do the work, the plaintiffs (the respondents in 
the appeal) paid the extra fourp-nce per ton under protest, and sued the 
defendants for the amount in the county court at Uardiff. His Honour 
Judge Owen held that the case was governed by the Asheroft v. Crow 
Orchard Colliery decision, and gave jadgment for twenty-two hours’ 
demurrage and the £43 10s. 10d. balance of freight, making a total of 
£65 103. 10d. From this decision the defendants appealed. 

Barngs, J., in delivering the considered judgment of the court, said : 
This is an appeul irom the decision of the county court judge at Oardiff in 
an action by the plaintiffs, the owners of the steamship Deerhound, against 
the defendants, the charterers of that vessel, holding that the plaintiffs are 
entitled to receive from the defendants £22 for twenty-two hours’ 
demurrage at Maryport and in respect of a charge of 4d. per ton on the 
cargo discharged which had been deducted from the freight payable 
by the charterers. The facts were as follows: On the 28th of May, 
1900, the vessel was chartered by the plaintiffs to the dcfcndants by 
charter-party of that date to load at Cartagena or Porman a cargo of 
iron ore, and proceed to Maryport, Senhouse Dock, and there deliver 
the same as customary when and as directed by the consignees, to 
whom notice was to be given of the vessel being ready to discharge, 
-_paying for discharging Is. per ton for freight, to be paid as in the 
charter-party mentioned. The charter-party provided that tue cargo was 
to be shipped at the rate of 200 tons per working day of twenty-four con- 
secutive hours (weather permitting), Sundays and holidays excepted, and 
to be discharged on the rame conditions (subject to certain exceptions). 
Days to be averaged to avoid demurrage. Time not to count between the 
hours of 1 p.m. on Saturdays and 7 am. on Mondays unless used, and 
that the time for discharging should count wien ship was in every respect 
ready in berth, but berth guaranteed within twenty-four hours after 
arrival or time to count and in free pratique as per custom of port, 
written notice of such readiness to be given to consignees during office 
hours. Ship to work might and day if requested to do so, and to give 
use of cranes and winches with necessary steam wer and hands, 
charterers paying all extra expenses of night work. Demurrage (if 
any) at the rate of 20s. sterling per hour. Despatch money at the 
rate of half the demurrage, not less than 10s. per hour, to be 
settled in discharge port; steamer to be consigned to Messrs. Gibson & 
Greenup and Mr. Jo-eph Holmes at Maryport. There was a cesser clause 
in the charter, but by a letter of the 21st of June the charterers guaranteed 
that the charter-party would be carried out in its entirety and on the 
conditions as to time provided therein, and to pay any demurrage 
legally incurred according to the terms of the charter- . After 
loading under the charter-party the vessel proceeded to Maryport, 
and arrived in the harbour outside the Senhouse Dock on Wednesday, 
the 13th of June, and on the l4th at 10 a.m. the master gave notice 
to Messrs. C. Cammells & Co. (Limited), the consignees and holders of 
the bills of lading, to whom the defendants had sold the cargo, that 
the vessel had arrived and was ready to discharge. At the time the 
vessel arrived as aforesaid the said consignees had other vessels at berths 
in the dock and waiting to discharge, and in consequence the vessel 
wa; not allowed, in acco ce with the dock regulations, to enter the dock 
until midnight of the 15th. If the time is to count from the time at which 
the vessel entered the dock, it is admitted that she was afterwards duly 
discharged, but the plaintiffs claim that in the circumstances they are 
entitled to treat the time as counting from 10 a.m. on the 15th, and it they 
are right, I understand the effect would be to give them twenty-two hours’ 
demurrage. The county court judge held that the case was governed by 
the case cf Ashcroft v. Crow Orchard Co. (L. KR. 9 Q. B. 540), and that the 
plaintiffs were entitled to recover for twenty-two houre’ demurrage. It was 
argued before this court that the decision was wrong in law, and also that 
the presence of the other vessels for the same consignees did not, according 
to the regulations, prevent Zhe Deerhound from getting into dock. With 
regard to the second point, it seems clear that the case was based in the 
court below on the admissions of counsel, witnesses who were present to 
prove the facts, therefore, not being called, and that the case proceeded 
on the assumption that the fact that the consignees had other vessels at the 
berths in the dock and waiting to discharge did, according to the regula- 
tions and practice of the port, which the harbour-master acted on, prevent 
the vessel trom getting iuto the dock until the night of the 15th, and I 
think the case must be decided on the principal t, which is one of 
general importance. Several cases were cited to us, but they appear to me 
to turn so much on their particular facts and the language of the particular 
charters that they are onty indirectly of assistancs in arriving at a con- 
clusion in this case. In Zupscott v Baifour (L. R. 8 C. P. 46), where a vessel 
was to proceed to a dock as ordered by the charterers and load coal, which 
would be supplied by a colliery agent and loaded from the tips, it was held 
that the lay days did not commence until the vessel got into dock, and that 
the charterers were not responsible for delay in her getting there caused 
by the colliery agent having three other vessels in the dock and two more 
ready to go in, and not being permitted by the dock regulations to have 
more than three vessels in the dock ata time. It was tne usual course to 
load through a colliery agent, and there was nothing improper or uao- 
reasonable m the course pursued by the charterers (see the remarks made 
by Chief Justice Bovill, at p. 50). The next case is Ashereft v. The Crow 
Orchard Colliery Co. (L. R. 9 Q. B. 540), which the judge of the court 
below acted on. In my opmion that case does not govern the it case, 





‘gent of charterer, declined to go on board and discharge the cargo unless 
ne shilling and fourpence per ton was paid. The master was perfectly | 


and is entirely different from it both in the uage of the con! and the 
facts. The charter was for the loading of the tiffs’ vessel with a cargo of 
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coal at the port of Liverpool, to be loaded with the usual despatch of the port, 
or if longer detained to be paid 40s. per day demurrage, and the charterers 
engaged to load “on the above terms,’’ and by a memorandum at foot 
the vessel was to load in the ‘‘ Bramley Moor or Wellington Docks High 
Level Railway.’’ By one of the regulations of the docks no coal agent 
was to be allowed to have more than three vessels in the docks loading, 
and to load, at the cranes at one time. The charterers acted as their own 
coal agents, and as they had three other ships loading in the docks, and 
other charters in the books having priority over the plaintiffs’ vessel, she 
was not allowed to go into dock for thirty days after she was ready to do 
so. The judgment in that case sreems to me to have proceeded on the 
ground that the court construed the particular contract before them as 
imposing an absolute obliga'ion to load the vessel with the usual despatch of 
the port and that it was immaterial to consider whether the delay occurred 
outside or inside the dock: tree the observatious on this case made by 
Lord Esher in Nelson v. Dahil (12 Ch. D, at pp. 588, 589) 
and by Lord Blackburne in Postlethwaite v. Freeland (5 App. 
Cas., p. 622). The last case was Watson v. Borner (4 Com. Cas. 
335, on appeal 5 Com. Cas. 377), where a steamsbip was chartered to 
carry a curgo to Dowlais Wharf, Oardiff. The cargo was sold by the 
charterers to the Dowlais Iron Co., the lessees of the wharf, which was in 
the Routh Dock, Oardiff. The company had the control of the wharf and 
the berthing of vessels there. The time for discharge according to the 
charter-party did not commence until 6 a.m. after the vessel was ready in 
berth. It was held that the charterers were not responsible for delay 
caused to the vessel in getting into berth, aftér she had got into dock, 
by the consignees in order to suit their business arrangements giving 
preference to other vessels which arrived at the dock after the plaintiff's 
vessel. The ground of the decision ap to be that the owners of the 
vessel had agreed to take her to the wharf, that the delay was caused by 
the way in which the Dowlais Co., as proprietors of the wharf, managed 
the business, and that the charterers were not responsible for this 
merely because the Dowlais Co. happened also to be the purchasers of 
the cargo. In the present case the plaintiffs agreed that the vessel should 
proceed to the Senhouse Dock, Maryport, and the cbarterers agreed, by 
the clauses in the charter-party as to discharge and guarantee of berth, to 
discharge her within a certain time after her arrival—that is, arrival in 
dock. It 1s the ordinary and natural implication that neither party should 
prevent the other from performing that part of the contract which falls to 
be performed by that other, and if the charterers by themeelves or their 
agents, acting within the scope of their authority, had placed impediments 
in tre way of the shipowners bringing their vessel into dock the charterers 
ought to be responsible for the delay so caused, as if the vessel had in fact 
arrived in dock. It appears to follow that if the charterers have other 
vessels which they have to discharge, and have arranged to discharge, in the 
dock before the vessel which by thecharter is to proceed to the dock and by the 
— of the port will not be admitted into the dock while the cbharterers 
ve the other vessels in the way the charterers do prevent the shipowners 
from performing their contract until the charterers have cleared away the 
impediments. ‘Lhe charterers, however, had sold the cargo to consignees. 
The position then is that those consignees became agents of the charterers 
to réceive the cargo and pay the freight in accordance with the charter- 
party and their obligations arose after the vessel arrived in dock. It is 
true that the consignees had at the time of the veseel’s arrival outside the 
dock other vessels at berths in the dock and waiting discharge, in 
consequence of which the plaintiffs’ vessel was prevented from enter- 
ing the dock, but the charterers are not, in my opinion, responsible 
for this. The engagements and actions of the consignees in 
relation to the other vessels were not entered into or taken by 
them as agents for the charterers. It was not contended there 
was anything unreasonable in the charterers selling the cargo to the 
consignees. The charterers would not know what the engage- 

ments of the consignees would be at the time of the ves-el’s arrival. As 
between the shipownersand charterers the delay is one of the risks taken 
by the shipowners when they agree to take their vessel to a particular dock. 
They could guard against it by proper stipulations in the pn pb 
There appears to me to be nothing unreasonable in the view which I have 
expressed of the shipowners’ povition. It is contemplated in this class 
of case that the cargo may be sold. Very frequently the charterers’ 
liability under the charter-party ceases by virtue of a cessor clause on 
shipment. It was so in this case but for the letter of guarantee above 
referred to. In such cases the shipowners have to look to the consignees 
only at the port of discharge, and tor this purpose the bills of lading usually 
i the terms of the charter. Even when the charterers remain 
liable on the charter for its due performance tbe cargo is frequently sold to 
8 who have to act for the charterers in performing their obliga- 

tions under the charter-party with regard to the cargo, but are not other- 
wise the agente for the charterers, and the shipowners will have such rights 
against the consignees, as such, as are provided for by the bills of lading, but 
as against the charterers only such rights as are conferred by the charter- 
—- The shipowners know that in ordinary course the cargo may be 
ved by other than the charterers and over whose other engage- 
ments the c 8 no control, and there is nothing in the charter-party 
imposing on the charterers the risk of euch other engagements preventing 
the vessel from reaching the spot to which it has been agreed that she 
shall go. The result in this case is that the defendants are not liable in 
he pape for the delay occasioned before the vessel arrived in dock. 
is another point turning on the facts of the case and not of general 
importance. Owing to repairs to the Senhouse Dock, it was only available 
as 4 tidal harbour when Deerhound arrived, and the steamer grounded 
after tide fall when discharging, and in uence it was necessary to 


to work them, but the stevedore’s men would not allow the crew to work 
the winches and insisted on doing it themselves and on being paid 4q, 
per ton additional for discharging. The defendants, as I understand, 
have deducted the amount of 4d. per ton on the cargo discharged from 
the freight, and the county court judge has held that they were not 
entitled to do so. I am of the same opinion on the facts. The shipowne 
was only to pay 1s. per ton for discharging, and he was ready and will 
to perform his part of the contract. The loss through the extra demand 
of the stevedore’s men must fall on the charterers. The appeal must be 
allowed as to the item for demurrage. In my opinion, each of the parties 
should pay their own costs of the appeal, except that the costs of the 
printing of the record should be divided between them.—Covnssg1, Laing, 
K.C., and Sankey, for appellants; Robson, K.O0., and Bailhache, for the 
respondents. Soxicrrors, Downing, Bolam, § Co., for Downing § LHandeoek, 
Cardiff ; Ince, Colt, § Ince. 

[Reported by Gwynne Hatt, Barrister-at-Law, | 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS, 


April 1.—Wu111am Grorce CoLLincwoop. 

April 1.—Metancruon Tuackray Myers (Leeds). 

April 1.—Joun Hveues (26, Charing Cross, London). 

April 1.—Fgeperick pe Pavta (16, Finsbury-circus, London). 
April 2.—Frepsrick James SHerrarp (Northampton). 
April 2.—James VALENTINE VickeRy (Kendal). 

April 2.—Juti1an TREGENNA BippuLPH ARNOLD. 

April 2.—Bensamin Greene Lake. 

April 2.—Txomas Bourton Sismey. 

April 2.—Joun GREENFIELD. 

April 2.—Cuartes Maurice Arnaup Broapsent (Horbury). 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED. 

April 1.—Grorce ALEXANDER CoLLygr (10, Old Jewry-chambers, London), 
suspended for twelve months. 

April 2.—Josern Rawes Baron (Kensington, and 27, Chancery-lane, 
London), suspended for two years. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
OxpeR oF Court. 
Thursday, the 28th day of March, 1901. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Kexewrcn (1901—D.—No. 269). 
William Henry Dearling v. The Hoxton Brewery Oo., Ld., and others. 
Hatssury, O. 


LAW SOCIETIES. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


April 1.—Mr. R. O. Nesbitt in the chair.—Mr. J. W. Weigall moved: 
“‘ That this house condemns the Government's proposals for the reform of 
the army.” Mr. A. W. Marks opposed. There also spoke: Messrs. W.8. 
Sherrington and C. A. Hopkinson. Mr. Weigall replied. The motion was 
carried by one vote. 











LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Joun Macpvonzxt, O.B., a master of the Supreme Court, has been 
appointed Quain Professor of Comparative Law in University Oollege, 
London, in succession to Mr. Brrre.i, K.C. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissOLUTIONS. « 


Frepertck ATKINSON and ERNgzst 


Hastings. March 22. 


Anrnur Rosert Cuampgrtayne, Parcy Suont, and Onanves Jou¥ 
Wiis Haywanp, solicitors (Chamberlayne, Short, & Hayward), 


Atrrev Parrerson, solicitor, 


and Frinton-on-Sea. March 2 


Rosext Lizwetityn Devonsuing, Francis Groror _Monk.anp, Drxom 
Henny Davivs, and Henny AxcuipaLp Sanpens, solicitors (Devonsbire, 





use the winches. The master of the vessel was ready and willing to give 
the use of the winches with necessary steam power, and the ship’s hands 





and at Low Pavement, Chesterfield,\junder the style or firm of Davies 
Sanders, & Co. Dec. 31. [Gazette April 2, 


Donington House, Norfolk-street, Strand, and at Clacton-on-Bes 


Monkland, Davies, & Sanders), 1, Frederick’s-place, Old Jewry, Londow, ~ 
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GENERAL. 


It is announced that Master Manley Smith has sent in his resignation, 
which will take effect from the middle of next month. 


The Attorney-General will preside at the annual general meeting of the 
bar, which will take place in the Old Hall, Lincoln’s-inn, on Tuesday, 
the 23rd of April, at 4.15 p.m. 

Tbe Lord Chancellor will preside at the aunual meeting of the Inns of 
Court Mission, which, by permission of the Duke of Westminster, will 
take place at Grosvenor House on Wednesday afternoon, the 8th of May, 
at 4.15. Among the other speakers who have promised to attend are the 
Lord Chief Justice, the Bishop of London, and Bishop Barry. 


Every fool, said the 7Zimes in a recent leading article, must by right 
have his flingin court. And soit happens that persons selected for attack, 
in no small degree because they are supposed to be well-to-do, must carry 
on costly litigation with the certainty that victory will be to them much 
the same as defeat. A feeling is growing among lawyers—it has always 
existed among laymen—that some check should be put on the litigant who 
relies, not on the strength of his case, but on his own poverty and his 
opponent’s wealth. 


At a special general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society of Ireland 
held on the 29th ult. to consider the County Courts (Ireland) Bill, 
1901, a resolution was carried unanimously that the Bill be opposed, and 
that a committee consisting of the President of the Society and four 
members, together with the proposer and seconder of this resolution, and 
two members of the profession other than members of the Council, to be 
chosen by the proposer and seconder of this resolution, form a sub- 
committee to carry out this object. 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Phillimore, accompanied by the chief 
constable of Staffordshire, has visited Hill Top, an industrial village in the 
Black Country, for the purpose of inspecting the scene of the murder for 
which he recently sentenced Joseph Lowe to death at Stafford Assizes. 
The crime was alleged to have been committed on a stretch of moorland. 
A petition is being promoted for the reprieve of Lowe Mr. Justice 
Phillimore not only made a critical examination of the spot where the 
child was killed, but also visited other places referred to in the course of 
the trial, and personally tested distances and other details. 


In the House of Commons on Monday Major Rasch asked the Attorney - 
General whether his attention had been called to the fact that the 
Divisional Court of King’s Bench had not sat for two terms, and what 

would be taken in the interest of suitors to prevent the continuance 
of this delay. The Attorney-General said : The question of my hon. and 
gallant friend must ‘have been put under some misapprehension. The 
Divisional Court of the King’s Bench: has sat during both these sittings, 
but it is the fact that, owing to the illness of judges and the hearing of 
election petitions, the sittings have not been quite as frequent as usual, 
and it has not been possible to make the ordinary progress with certain 
parts of the business which come before that court. The matter is 
receiving the careful attention of the Lord Chief Justice and the judges. 


An arithmetical calculation based on the figures provided by Whitaker’s 
Almanack, says the Dai/y Telegraph, shews that the average age of a law 
lord is 68. The Lord Chancellor is 76, Lord Lindley is 72, Lord 
Macnaghten is 70, Lord Davey is 67, and Lord Robertson is 55. The 
average age of a Lord Justice, arrived at similarly. is something over 62. 
Rigby, L.J., is 67, the Master of the Rolls is 65, Stirling, LJ., is 64 
Vaughan Williams, L.J., is 62, Romer, L.J., is 60, and Collins, L.J., is 58 
The King’s Bench judge is a trifle younger than a Lord Justice. His 
average is not quite 62. Lord Alverstone, C.J., is 59, Mathew, J., is 70, 
Day, J., is 74, Wills, J., is 72, Grantham, J., is 65, Lawrance, J., is 68, 
Wright, J., 1s 61, Bruce, J., is 66, Kennedy, J., is 54, Ridley, J., is 57, 
a J., is 60, Darling, J., is 51, Channell, J., is 62, and Phillimore, J., 
and Bucknill, J., are 55. The Chancery judge is a young thing of 59. 
Kekewich, J., heads the list at 68, Oozens-Hardy, J., is 62, Joyce, J., isa 
year younger, Byrne, J., is 56, and Buckley and Farwell, JJ., are 55, 
jointly and severally. 

The annual statgment of the General Council of the Bar for 1900-1 has 
been issued, and we hope hereafter to extract some of the contents. One 
of the most important of these is the concluding reminder that the 
chairman of the council is prepared, in conjunction with the president of 
the Incorporated Law Society, to undertake the settlement of differences 
which may arise between the two branches of the profession. Before the 
matter is entertained the parties in dispute are required to sign the 
following memorandum: ‘‘ We, the undersigned, hereby testify onr 
consent to leave the matters in dispute between us to be settled by the 
chairman of the General Council of the Bar, or some member of that 
council to be named by him, and the president of the Incorporated Law 
Society, or some member of the council of that society to be named by him, 
as they think fit, and to abide by their decision.’’ This method of settle- 
ment was adopted some three years ago at the suggestion of the 
Incorporated Law Society, and it is believed has on several occasions been 
of service to the parties. 


Iu the House of Commons on the 28th ult. Captain Norton asked the 
President of the Board of Trade whether it had been brought to his notice 
that creditors in bankruptcy cases suffered loss through delay in dealing 
With these cases, seeing that the interest goes to the Government and not 
to the creditors; whetner he was aware of a case where from £40,000 to 
£50,000 was received by by the Official Receiver in January, February, and 
March of 1900, and that no dividend had as yet been paid to the creditors, 


whether he could see his way to ameliorating this ttate of affairs. Mr. 
Gerald Balfour said, I am not aware of any undue delay in the official 
administration of bankruptcy cases resulting in loss to creditors. The 
investment of funds which cannot immediately be distributed is made 
pursuant to section 76 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and the dividends 
thus derived are applied solely to meeting the expenses of bankruptcy 
administration, and are taken into account in fixing the fees payable in 
respect of the bankruptcy proceedings. I cannot identify the case referred 
to, which I should probably have been able to do had it in the hands 
of an official receiver. 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, March 29 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep in CHANCERY. 


Carrian Navication Cotiiznizes, Limrrep>—Creditors are required. on or before May 10, 

to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
roy reee aay Saath, 68, Mount Stuart sq, Cardiff. Spencer & Co Keighley, solors to 
the liquiadtor 

Newport Mituxe Co, Luntrep (1x Liquipation) —Creditors are rea 
May 10, to send their names and and the particulars of their de 
to Ernest Francis Griffiths, Cinderhill Wharf, Newport, Mon. Le Brasseur & Bowen, 





Newpoit 
RB. J. WHattey & Co, Limrtep (1x Liqurpation)—Creditors are soqeees, on or before 
April 25, to s-nd their and addresses, and the particu ars of their debts or 


names 

to Thomas Hindle, District chmbra, Darwen. Kay, solor to liquidator 
Rent Guarantee Corporation, Lourep—Creditors are required, on or before April 30, 
to send c names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to C. 


Whitti Cadle, 90, Cannon st $ 
Wacker Hutrox, Lunrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their depte or claims, to James Blakey, 42, 


Spring gdos, Manchester. Grundy & Oo, Manchester, solors fcr the liquidator 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luatrep m Caanczry. 
Biaypon Forcs Co, Liuurtep—Creditors are required. on or before May 20, to send their 
names and addresses, and the lars of their debts or claims, to John Wilford 
Bolton, Post Office chmbrs, Su . Witkinson & 


solors to the liq 
Curtincs TaNnneRy, Lusrtep—Petn for winding up, presented March 27, directed to be 
heard on April17. Smith, 43, Coleman st, solor fur petors. Notice of appearing must 


reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 16 


Lion Crorame Co. Luwrsp (1 Votuntary Liguipatiox) —Creditors are sequined, 
on or before April 27, to send their names and addressrs, and their 
debts or claims, to Ji Braithwaite Childe, Market st, ford. Westwood, 


Bradford, solor for liq 








WARNING TO INTENDING Hovuss Purncuasees AND Lesszxs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Tested and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering 
Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager); 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee 
quoted on receipt of full narticulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, 
“Sanitation,” Lordon. Telephone, “‘ No. 316 Westminster.’’—[Apvr.] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or CLam. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, March 2?. 
Onarmay, James Ports, eagy Soong = Victualler April22 Chapman v Chapman, 


crar, Manchester : 
hoteee Stuart, Moore st, Coteges sq, Captain April15 Wildy & Co v Robertson, 


Joyce, ea, 
Suirn, = ICHARD, Ni Butts, Public House Broker May 1 Russell v 
Smith, F Southwark 


‘arwell, J Washington & Pasmore, Trinity eq, 
London Gazette.—Turspay, March 26. 


Mineral Water Manufacturer 


Davipson, Wiit1am, Tyne Dock, Durham, April 
Morton v Davidson, Byrne, J Graham, South Shields 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Crain. 

London Gazette.—Fripay, March 29. 
Apams, Arruur, Liverpool, Tutor April 29 Picton, Liverpool 
Asurtox, Tuomas, Bolton, Beerseller May 1 Hodgkinson, Bolton 
Baxewe.t, Awx, Castle Donington, Leicester April 30 Eddowes & Sons, Derby 
Biakx peer Lucy, Little Dawley, Salop, Licensed Victualler April 26 Rigg, Dawley, 

op 


Bows, Gronex, Brea, Penwith, Cornwall April 27 Boase, Penzance 
tects, Henny Tuomas, Northfleet, Licensed Victualler April 20 Tolhurst & Co, 


Cranks, Reagcoa, Houghton le Spring, Durham May1 Graham & Shepherd, Sunderland 
Ciecuory, Mary Cocxnurn, Berwick upon Tweed April 30 Sanderson & Weatherhead, 
Berwick on Tweed 

Crown, Joux Wesrwoop, Oldtown, Maine, USA May 4 Lewis & Co, Huddersfield 
Exuey, Perer Jacos Goprrey, Dawlish, Devon April 2i Astoa & Co, Manchester 
ans Se, Se April 80 Richards & Hurst, Ashton unde 


Foxwau, Zeer Guzen Q@uaNvrigup, Mount Pleasant lane, Upper Clapton Lesl & Co, 
at ‘ 





who thus; in addition to the loss of their money, were kept out of what 
Temains and also out of what these sums have earned as interest; and 
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Preeman Exiza, Leicester April 29 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 


Gent, Joun, Plymouth, Farmer May6 Gill, Devonport 


Gross, Joun Grorce Anprew, Sheffield May6 Barker, Sheffield 
Haut, Henny, Rugby, Furniture Remover April17 Hall, Rugby 


Boynam, Freperick Joun, Oxford st, Auctioneer May 20 Russell & Arnholz, Gt 
Winchester st 


| Cary, Henry James Lucrus, Torquay May4 Dymond, Exeter 
| Carnenine, Mary, Beckenham May 21 Nicholson & Co, Princes st, Storey’s gate 





Harprxe, Cares Atrrep, Southsea, Builder May 6 Cousins & Burbidge, Portsmouth Caio. Avrxayper Demeraius, Liverpool, Tobacco Merchant May 2 Collins & Co, 


Harvina, Jouy, Brixton Junel Tilling, Bishopsgate 


Haymay, Avotrs Lewis, Birmingham April20 Edwards & Cohen, Coleman st 

Hevstey, Taomas Wittiam, Nantwich, Solicitor May1 Hensley & Whiteley, Nantwich 

Hoiitoway, Wittiam Georce, Cheltenham, Lodging house Keeper April 30 Lamb, 
Cheltenham 


Hoop, Racuet, Scarborough May 1 W & WS Drawbridge, Scarborough 

Hunwex, Rosa Mania, New Crossrd May8 Tilling, Bishopsgate 

Inxson, Tuomas, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed Victualler May1 Stephenson, Hull 
Maywnanrp, James, Croydon, Contractor May15 Hodges & Pyke, Croydon 

Mexcerz, Matrnew, Malton, Yorks, Gent May 15 Ridge, Malton 


verpool 
Cotuins, Saran Any, Ashton under Lyne May11 Ellison, Ashton under Lyne 
Cory, CuaRLoTTE CuIcuEsTER, Barostaple May11 Brewer & Son, Barnstaple 
Cross, Eomunp, or Saran Ans Cross Barnsisy April18 Horsfield, Barnsley 
| Dawson Jouy, N Somercotes, Lincs, Grocer April 30 Owen, Louth 
| Baru, Berry, Oldham May6 Clark & Jackson, Oldham 
| Evans, Exizasera, Aberbeeg, Aberystruth April17 Webb, Pontypool 
Fisner, Anne Evizanseru, Framliogham May1 Ling, Framlingham 
G@avp, Joun Hettyer, Brighton May 1 Houghton, Brighton 
ea Ye Rev Hatrorp Heyry, South Kensington April 30 White & Sons, 
8 





Jo 
Gry, stead, Herts, Gent 13 Newton & % ; 
ee a ip ee es or. aa oe 2 eee | Hart, Gzorcze Heiinas, Glenheath, Cape of Good Hope May 11 Stickland, Bedford 
Poot, James, Fleet, Southampton, Builder May 11 Foster & Wells, Aldershot vided 


Barmonp, Frances Mary, Bedford April12 Walker, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Ricuarps, Atrrep, Pembroke, Saddler April 27 Lowless, Pembroke 

Rorawett, Saran, Bowdon, Chester April 30 Richards & Hurst, 
chester 


Row .anp, Joun Taytos, Petersham, MD May 31 Senior & Furbank, Richmond 

Row .anp, Wiiuiam, Loughborough May1 Slater, Loughborough 

Russsuu, James, Brimstage, Chester, Farmer April 30 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 
Suaw, Witiiam Epwarp, Chaldon, Surrey April 26 Rankin & Miller, West Bromwich 
Sautrn, Epwarp Josrrn, Birmingham April 29 Gateley, Birmingham 

Smiru, Heyry, St Mary, Suffolk May1 Smith, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Sowpen, Axx Mazi, North Thoresby, Lincoln April 25 Owen, Louth 

Stewart, Rosert Waxes, Liverpool, Commission Agent May1 Miller, Liverpool 


Srorr, James, Rochdale May5 Standring, Rochdale 


| Havurenvitte, Rey Rawpow Wittiam, 8 Kensington May 15 Wood & Co, Raymond 
bldgs, Gray’s inn 


| Haywoop, Joux Bromwicu, Birmingham, Milkseller April 21 Williams, Birminghym 
Denton, nr Man- | fo.z, Cuantes WituiaM, Bideford, Devon, May 7 Hole & Co, Bideford, North Devon 
Humpuetes, Isaac, Broad Hinton, Wilts, Farmer April 22 Withy, Swindon 
| Be nt, Rozvert, Salford July1 Hewitt & Son. Manchester 
| Jongs, Eutty, Chester pl, Hyde Park sq May 15 Stock, Queen Victoria st 
JuLer, Georce, Cambridge, Bootmaker Msy5 Clements, Cambridge 
Kiuper, Mary Groraiana, Cheltenham May1 Winterbothams & Gurney, Cheltenham 
iamensates Grorcr, Spennithorne, Yorks, Butcher April 2 Chapman & Dixon, 
eyburn 


| Lupron, Mary Gatswortuy, St Lawrence rd, N Kensington May 9 Holmes, 8 
Lawrence rd, Kensington 


| Mackenzie Exiza, OClarkshill Stand, Lancs May10 P & J Watson, Bury 


aera Caries, Walworth rd, Wine Merchant May 1 C. & E. Woodroffe, Great | | Makinson, Fiorgnce, Bolton May 16 Ogden, Manchester 


ver st, Southwark 


Tuomas, Rezs, Aberayon, Glam Mayi1l Tennant & Jones, Aberavon 
Toncr, Janes Henry, Leigh, Lancs April1i8 Unsworth, Leigh 
Vewases, Jessy Mania, Oxford May11 Hays & Co, Abchurch In 


Muspratr-Wituiams Jackson Muspratr, Cheltenham May 1 Winterbothams & 
Gurney, Chel “m 


| Ressaaw, Many, Sale, Chester May1 Adams, Manchester 
| Scuarsix, CHaRtes Henny, Heidelberg, Germany May 10 Crusemann & Rouse, 
Gracech' st 


Wacstarr, Joux, Denton, Lancs, Horsekeeper April 80 Richards & Hurst, Denton urch 


Wuirt, Hersert Sauver, Cower, I W May13 Bailey, jun, Newport, I W 
Warrworts, Wii.iam, Milnrow, Lancs, Engineer May 11 Jackson & Co, Rochdale 


| Sz.ot, Joan Francis, Grosvenor st, Grosvenorsq May 20 Fishers, Essex st, Strand 
Suitu, James, Weston super Mare, Butler April20 Smith & Sons, Weston super Mare 


Worrsonx, Epwarp Wituiam, Wolstanton, Distiller’s Traveller April 30 Warner, ie” West Didsbury, near Manchester April 20 Dixon & 


| 
Woon, Avausrvs A.rnep, Finsbury eq, Optician April 30 Kimber & Co, Watling st | STH, Mary Ann, Selby May11 Crust & Co, Beverley 


| Skey, Mary Variey, Monkwell st, Trimming Merchant Mayii Wells & Son, Pater- 


London Gazette.—Tusrspay, April 2, noster row 


Awpexsos, Witisam, Altrincham, Corset Manufacturer 
Manchester 


May 15 Lawson & Co, | Tunnen, Eten Lovisa, Weymouth May6é Young & Sons Mark In 


Wess, aon, Saeaee, Worcester, Licensed Victualler May 10 Rowlands & Co, 


AwspreEw, Frepenick Uurn, Putney May 18 Stock, Queen Victoria st Birming) 


Arxixsos, Joux, Morpeth, Yeoman April20 Brummell & Sample, Morpeth 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gazette.—Faipay, March 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Axvuypa.z, Harry, Manchester, Fish Dealer Manchester 
Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

Bexxettr, Warren Wiiu1am Frepericx, Lewieham, 
Builder Greenwich Pet Feb8 O1:d March 26 

Borwet.t, Apruve Frevric, Leicester, Collector Leicester 
Pet March 25 Ord March 26 

Bowmas, Gzorce, Approach rd. Victoria Park, Glass 
Merchant High Pet March 6 Ord March 26 

Bowyeg. Avert Epwarv, Melksham, Wilts, Boot Seller 
Bath Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

Broappent, Bexs amin, Baildon, Yorks, Malteter Bradford 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

Brows, Wiii1sm, Fenchurch st, Glass Merchant High 
Cowt Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

Bryas, Bexsamin James, Leicester, Joiner Leicester Pet | 
March % Od March 26 

Camriox, Avoustus, Thilpot la, Fruit Merchant High 
Court Ord March 26 


Pet March 16 
Carzy, Josern WiLtiamsor, Liverpoel Solicitor Liver- 
pool Pet March9 Ord March 2 


Curgermax, Pevix James, D Butcher Bi hton | 

Pet March 27 ond Mase a7” oe we 

Conte Setuen, Cobretien, ae Mason Bradford Pet | 
March 23 O1d March 2 


Descour, Tinotuy, 8 John’ s st, Clerkenwell, Tailor | 
‘Court Pet March 26 O1d March 25 
Gaice, Joseru, Tipton, Staffe, &crap Iron Merchant Dud- 
Jey PetMarch 26 Ord March 26 
Gaivvitn, Atyzep Howe, Port Talbot, Glam. 
Aberavon Pet March 26 Ord Masch 26 
Goovmas, Epwix Cures, hee By = Tobacconist 
Tunbridge Wells Pet March 4 Ord March 25 


Hanson, Evwazp, — Conf ott Bradford P. Suitxory, Isaac, 
_ _— lectioner 0’ et ley 
ae <\ Ty ‘ash Hosier Aberdare Pet March | Tavaone “Aung Hewsy, U; 


Hisxcacury, Wiit1sm, Harden Moss 

s Faimer - Hudderabeld Pet March 22 Ord March 2 

omnes, Wiis, gham, Baker 
March 2% Ord March 25 


Wuirtine, Wituiam, Derby May7 Robotham & Co, Derby 








| Kipp, >, Aseazan. Manch-ster Manchester Pet March 25 | Tower, Hersentr, Bath, Manager Bath Pet March 25 
Ord March 25 Ord Mar 


| 
j 


ch 26 
im, Enxpanice, Luton, Butcher Luton Pet March 25 | Towxszexo, Enwzst, Belvedere, Kent, Wheelwright 
1d March 25 Rochester Pet March 25 Ord March 25 
| WAKEFIELD, ALBERT, | some | ema Wandsworth 
Pet March 26 Ord March 2 


Sanne 7 Cuar.es, Maiden In, Strand, | 
Advertisement Contractor High Court Pet Nov 1 


Ord March 27 WasuinorTon, Lg atiddlewich, Fellmonger Orewe 
Letrs, Bexsamin Wacrer., Birmingham, Plumber | Pet March 27 Ord Mar 
ingham Pet March 25 Ord March 25 Woop, Joun Henry, Chesterfield. Brewer’s Agent 
Lizsermax, Puivir. Kingston upon Hull, Tobacconist Chesterfield Pet March 23 Ord March 26 


Kingston upon Hull ret Feb 25 Ord March 26 
Littey, Feeperick Witiiam, St Thomas, Swansea, | 


Woopcock, Witt1am, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet March 27 
March 27 
Fruiterer Swansea Pet March 26 Ord March 26 


Ord 

Witxkins, Arruur Francis. Frome, Somerset, Licensed 

Litty, Marruias Frepericx, Old Jewry, Clerk High | Victualler Frome Pet March 26 Ord March 26 
Court Pet Oct12 Ord March 27 | Wiisow, Cartes Witiiam Manxsten, Fenchurch st 

Los, Savenavx & Co, Greek st, Soho, Artistic Decorators Metal Merchant High Court Pet March 27 Ord 
High Court Pet March 1 Ord March 27 Mar 

Sheaveane, Frank, & Sox, Angel ct, Bankers High Court | Witson, Joux, Leeds, Smith Leeds Pet March 25 Ord 
Pet March 12° Ord March 27 March 25 

Movurrtais, Bexsamin, Leeds, Engineer Leeds Pet | Wrage, Pusses Tuomas, seme, Builder Exeter Pet 
Mar Ord Marc ch 26 Ord March 2 


ch 14 2 | 

| Ocpgn, Hexry, Brighouse, Yorks, Builder Halifax Pet | 
March 26 Ord March 26 } 

Piypar, Joux, Rotherham, Yorks, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
March 27 Ord March 27 


| Porrer, Cuazies Compton. Seal, Kent, Mineral Water | Ord March 22 
a Tunbriége Wells Pet March 23 Ord | FIRST MEETINGS. 


23 
y ‘ | Bounst, 6 Gronce, Keelby pKiaen, Cotte Dealer April 11 atil 
Pow ty seam, eek. woot, Plumber Portsmouth Pet Off 15, Osb 7G t Gri 


| seamen EORGE, Approacherd, Victoria Park, mr 
nwo ig ge oe Grocer Leominster | Merchant Aprili2at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, p Care y at 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London of h 26 : 
Carret., Erxsest Epwix, Manchester Manchester Pet 
9 


| Rovzars, Jomx, Stretford, nr Manchester, Railway Con- | Brows, Wirii4x, Feacharch st, Glass Merchant April 11 
tractor Salford Pet March 27 Ord March 27 | Burcess, Mary, Mobberley, Chester April 12 at 2.30 Off 
Ecuorietp, Atyaep Bromiry, and Hanoiy Scuoris.p Byrom st, Manch: ster 
Barrow in Furners, + Barrow in et | Camrion, Avaustus, Philpot In, Fruit Merchant April 15 
March 25 Ord March atll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Hanley. Sta Cabinet Manufacturer | Evans, Parruro. Tuomas Voice, Liverpool, General 
Pet Feb 18 Ord March 22 | firoker April12at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liver- 
on Severn, Grocer | 


pool 
March 25 March 25 | FeuLwoon, Wiiian, Chingto Hosen, Bagineer April 10 
£12 Off Rec, Temple ch 


, ar Holmfirth, Yorks, | Tuomas, Guonox. Birkenhead, Plumber Birkenhead Pes | #, Tem 
March 26 Ord March 26 Guz, Heyry, Liverpool, Contractor April 10 at 2.90 Off 
Nottingham Pet Tuomas, Wissam Caerphilly, Glam, Licsnooh Victualler | Rec, 85, Victoria st, Lavespee 


UL a Yorks, French 
Pontypridd Pet Merch 26 Ord DBTONE piu y ¥ * an we _—, 


Go 
Jonvax, Witistam, aan a Sennen Nottingham | Toit, Wiiiiam Sane Liverpool, Deager Liverpool Polisher April 
Pet March 25 | Bet March 18 Ord March 25 {borough 


Tay! 
1 
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King st, Newcastle und ler Li 
ondsey April 15 at 12 Bank- 


Hangixcton, ArtHuR, Newman st, Cone st, Licensed 
Victualler ‘April 1 16 at 11 Benkragecy bi Carey st 
Bayxe, Witi1am Ropert, Boundary rd, St Jubn’s Wood, 
Dining Room Proprietor April 12 at 12 Bankruptcy 


bldgs, s, Carey st 

Burcaciirr, Witi1aM, Harden Moss, nr Holmfirth, Yorks, 
ome _— l0atil Off Reo, 19, John William st, 
H 


etl =. Cities, Licensed Victualler April 11 
Off Rec, Ban k chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 


@nocoTT, amet, Fenton, Staffs a 11 at 10.30 Off 
Rec, 

Hap.ey, STEPHEN, Berm 
ruptey bldgs, 


ag B+ Bov.e, and Tuomas Nasu, Philpot In, Drug 
Merchants Aprill2at11 Bankruptcy b Carey st 
Kent, Tuomas Ramsry, New cut, > Chemist April 


16at1l1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 

Kwp ABRAHAM, ‘April’ a at 2.30 Off Rec, 
Byrom st, Manchester 

Lsus, Laurence, Liverpool, Hosier April 10 at 12 Off 
Rec, 36, Victoria st, ives 

MessencEn. James Hevrey, <--Te Builder April 11 
at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Moszis, Epwarp, Glyntraian, Liangollen, Denbighs April 
10atll ‘The Priory, Wrexham 

Nourrer, Josera, Brighton, Flour Factor April 11 at 11 
Bankruptcy bi ldgs, Carey st 

PowELL, JoHN, Liphook, Heats, Plumber April 9 at 3 30, 
Off Rec, Cam Cambridge j june, High st, Portsmouth 

SAMUELS, Hees, Tavistock pl, Russell sq, Draper April 15 
at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, —— st 

Scorr, Peter. Liverpool, Stevedore April 10 at 2 Off 
Ree, 35, Victoria st. Liverpool 

Berxcet, Harry, Wickersley, near Rotherham, Yorks, 
Joiner April llat12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Tayior, ALFRED Henry, Upton on Satine Grocer April 
ll at 11.30 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Tuompson, ALBERT, Leicester, Beerhouse Keeper April 11 
at 12.30 Off Kec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Torre, Exnest Houuanp, Itfracombe, Boot Dealer April 
éat1130 Off Rec, 6s, Hammet st, Taunton 

Tower Epwarp CxHarues, Mortimer st, Regent st, 
Accordion Pieating a acturer April 11 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Jarey » 

TownsEnD, Ernest, Belv ~ «hg Kent, Blacksmith April 15 
atil.3u 116, High st. Rochester 

Tvrnevi., Apa, Altrmcham, Builder April 12 at3 Off 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Wers, Watter Josern, Porchester, Hants, Confectioner 
April 9 at 8 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, 
Portsmouth 

Witson. Joun, Leeds, Smith April llatil Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 

Woopcock, Jonny, Canterbury, Nurseryman April llat 11 
Off Rec, 68, Castie st, Canterb ury 

Wvarr, Witiiam Tuomas, Torquey, Builder Apnil 11 at 
10.45 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aveier, Wii.14M, Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet Feb 27 
Ord March 27 
ArunpaLz, Harry, Manchester, Fish Dealer Manchester 
Pet March 25 Ord March 25 
Borwktu, ARTHUR FrReEpRic, Leicester, Collector Leicester 
Pet March 25 Ord March 


Bowyer, ALBert Epwarp, Melksham, Wilts, Boot Seller 
B.th Pet March 26 Urd March 26 

Broappent, Bensamin, Baildon, Yorks, Maltster Bradford 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

Bryan, Bensamin James, Leicester, Builder Leicester 
Pet March 26 Ord March 26 


ae Tomas, Marton, Lancs, Farmer P.eston Pet 
eb Ord March 23 


Nt aay Ernest Epwix, Manchester Manchester Pet 
March 9 Ord March 27 

Cup, ArgTuuR, Calverley, Yorks, Monumental Mason 
Bradford Pet March 23 Ord March 23 

Datron, MicHaEL, Blackburn, Grocer Blackburn Pet 
Feb 27 Ord March 21 

wGrsnee, Geese 8racivs Henry, Dover HighCourt Pet Feb 

reh 26 


im > Taoxas Gutter In, seeeigua's igus High 
et June 27 Ord March 
Duct, ooheog 8t John’s x » uerkenwell, Tailor 
h Court Pet March 25 ‘d March 


25 

ogg ATTWOOD, Hoaghton Mil, or Seeiaetige 
Pet March 12 Ord March 

Penson, Witian, Harlow, Essex Herttord "bet Dec 18 


Ord 1 
Gatuienne, Joun et Barnes High Court Pet Jan 
ei 4 pee Serta Liverpool Pet March 
ex, Henry, Liver n r Liver, 
16 Ord March 


Gricz, Joszrn, Tipton, Staffs. Scrap Iron Merchant 
Pet March 26° Uri March 27 

Gairrirx, AtrrEpD Howr.t, Port Talbot, Glam, Com- 
a, sous Aberavon Pet March 26 Ord 


March 
Haysox, Epwarp, Bradford, Confectioner Bradford Pet 
March Ord 27 


March 27 
Hay, Davip, Mountain Ash, Hosier Mountain Ash Pet 
March 26 Ord March 26 
Eincuouirr, Wii11aM, Harden Moss, nr Pe = 5 Yorks, 
Roe a oo ME A iMottinghe Pe 
Mes, Wiitiam, Nol er No ham P 
March 26 Ord Maich 25 - 
, Cornwall, China 


Hvucnes, Anraurn Saunpeas, 8t Enoder 
b chant Truro Pet Feb 6 Ord March 27 


Clay 
Jorpan, WitLiam, N Fish Notti 
Pet | On Merch oe 





Lez, Fr x, Luton, Butcher Luton Pet March 95 
ort ia , += K H Tobacconist 
HILIP, on Hu 
0 upon Hull Feb: 74 On Marc 3 


Luey, Freperick Wi.ian, Swansea, 


Norn » ~ Swansea = ee % TOed Ba March 26 
£R, JOsEPy, fm ge . ‘actor 
Pet M 19 ry our High Court 


Ouprretp, Franx, Sandwich, Kent, Farmer Cunterbury 
Pet 12 Ord March 25 


ome pays —— Builder Halifax Pet March 


Prvpar, oe otherham, Yorks, Grocer Sheffield Pet 

March Ord March 27 
ag ‘Guanes Contos, Seal. Kent, Mineral Water 
ufacturer Tuabridge Wells Pet March 23 Ord 


Marah 23 
Powe, Joxy, iifee.. Hants, Plumber Portsmouth 
Pet March 25 Ord March 25 


Powse.,, Wituiam Liuzwetiyx, Newtown, Montgomery, 
Licensed Victualler Newtown Pet March 7 Ord 


March 23 

Price, Joan, Eardisley, Hereford, Grocer Leominster 
Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

ScuorieLp, ALFRED Bromuiry, and Harcip ScHoriE.p, 

Suilders Barrow in Furness Pet 


Scort, Prrsr, cr Stevedore Liverpoo! Pet 
March 2 Ord March 


Spanien, MicHagE. a Lower marsh. Lambeth, 
ere Maker High Court Pet Nov 13 Ord 
ar 

Tayior, Aurrep Henry, Upton on Severn, Grocer 
Worcester Pet March 25 March 25 

Tayitor, JonHn *NDaEW, Walisend, Northumberland, 
As:istant Clothier Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 21 
Ord March 26 

Tuomas, Grorce, Bitkenhead, Plumber Birkenhead Pet 
March 26 Ord March 26 


Tot.. Wittiam Georcr, Liverpool, Draper Liverpool 

. Pet March 18 Ord March ae tr 

‘owER, Hersert, Bath, Mana: March 
Ord Maren 257 a 


TownsEND, Ernest, Belvedere, Kent, Wheelwright 
Rochester Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

bag yh 5 aS en Kent, Builder Rochester 
et 

WAakeriELp, Avsert, Barnes, Storekeeper ¥ Fruiterer 
Wandsworth Pet March 25 Ora March 2 

WAtter, ArTaur Epwarp, Luton, te a ll Material 
Merchant Luton Pet March 2i Ord March 26 

WASHINGTON, 5 ee —- Fellmonger Crewe 
Pet March 27 Ord Marcn 

Wess, Walter $s Porchester, Hants. Confectioner 
Portamouth Pet March 23 Ord March 25 

Witxiss, Antuur Francis, Frome, Somerset, Licensed 
Victualler Frome Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

Witson, Cuarces Wittiam MArsLem, } ae 8 st, 
Metal Merchant High Court Pet March 27 Ord 


March 27 
Witson, Jonx, Leeds, Smith Leeds Pet March 25 Ord 
Woop, Joun Henry, Chesterfield, Brewer’s Agent Chester- 
field Pet March 23 Ord March 23 
Woopcock, hey ed Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet March 27 


Ord M 
Wyatt, Wit11am Tuomas, seen, Builder Exeter Pet 
March 25 Ord March 25 


Amended ee substituted for that published ia 
the London Gazette of Nov 20: 


Bariey, Henry Cuartes, Buckland, Hants, Baker Ports- 
mouth Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 


Amended notice substituted for that pubiiet i Ge 
London Gazette of Feb 22 


Fawcarrt, Apert, Barnsley, Le Bank Manager 
Barns'ey Pet Jan 15. Ord March 2/ 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Sarcent, Henry, Hanley, Staffordshire, Licensed 
Victualler Hanley Adjud June 23, 1897 Annul 
Mach 13, 1901 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, April 2 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Auper. Arrnur Ernest, Grampound, Cornwall, Grocer 
B oe wu ae nq ym Schoolmaster 
EDBROOK, ILLIAM ENRY, 
Wandeworth Pet march 30 Ord March 30 
Bennert. James a ny Leicester, Grocer Leicester 
Pet March 29 Ord March 29 
Betts, = Seen on Ipswich, Gontetionse Ipswich Pet 


March 28 
Brooks, Wittiam P, Cardiff Cardiff Pet Jan 25 Ord 
@arch 26 


Burton, S8amust Wyces, Gloucester, Furniture Dealer 
Reading Pet Maroné Ord March 28 
CLARKE, ANTHONY, South Norwood, Surrey — + he 
Traveller Croydon Pet March 28 Ord March 
Cuorcn Epwin, t Fincaley, 
Court Pet March 30 


Crocker, Grorcr Fraepericx, Devonport, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Piymouth Pet March 30 Ord March 3) 

Daviss, Joun, ‘Torquay, Chemist Exeter Pet March 29 
Ord March 29 


28 Ord 3 . . ~ 
FrigpMan, Emit, hton, Wire Jeweller Brighton Pet 
Maroh 29 Ord 29 
Furness, Davin, Morley, Builder Dewsbury Pet Feb7 
Urd Merch 48 


Guitvorp, Fiorence Mavp, Leicester, Milk Dealer 
Leicester Pet March 25 Ord March 30 

GurtLrorgp, WriL1aM Arrasur, Leicester, Farmer Leicester 
Pet March 30 Ord March 


—_ < CueMEent ent Chelsea, eset Agent High 
H a ae - Hr ay Ni 4 Notts, Draper 

YWARD EORGR ENRY. Newar! 

N Pet Maron $0 Urd March 80 

Witrarp, Wol 
verhampton Pet 


Evans, Joun, Abe 
March 


Hower, Sypney Corn 
Merchant W 22 «Ord 











Hvaeu, witiiam, Veryan, Cornwall, Builder Truro Pet 
March 30° Ord March 30 | Bos ye! 


Janssen, Jonann Caristian Apotes, Billiter s ds. 
Court Pet Maron 28 Ord 
Jounstone, Canis, Cleveland rd, St James's igh Ce Court 
Pet March 5 Ord March 29 


Layg, Howarp, Engineer Birmingham Pet 
L a + Nee March 29 = Pe ~ 
LOYD, Engineer Bristol March 
Ord March 29 


MoCaxy, Dane, Kingston upon Hull, Hatter Kingston 
upon Hull Pet March 29 O-d March 29 

Nicuoias. Wiiu1am, Bridgead, Glam, Aaulier Cardiff 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

Owen, Samvet Davies, Lianllwchaiaro, poy 
Furniture Dealer Newtown Pet March 15 Ora 


29 
Payxz, Jonn Wrwx, Kingswinfo Stafford, Grocer 
Stourb Pe; March 16 Ord 7 
seas + | ae a High Court Pet 
e 
Perry, WILLI My hitcharch, Gal , Dealer in Matieny 
Pn Tools a = a March 3 Ord March 28 
ILLIPS, PHILLIP, 
marthen Pet March 


28 Ord March 28 
Porrripcre, Marry, La Clapham Wands- 
worth Pe: March 29 Ord 29 
Kk AvpeRt, Leeds, Boot Leeds Pet March 
Ord March 29 
Sena Water Shrewsbury, Salop, Builder Shrews- 
bury Pet March 30 Ord Ma ch 3u 
Rozserts, jo Liangwnda, Carnarvons, Stonemason 
Pet March 29 Urd March 29 


SnoruaypD, Hersert, Oxford st High Court Pet Feb 8 
Ord March 28 


Snort, WiLLiaM Samer, D ery Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich 
Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

Srstey, Rates, Gloucester Gloucester Pet Feb 27 
Ord March 28 

Siiver, Samven, and Heney Sitver Rivington st, Curtaia 
rd, Manufacturing geen High Court Pet 
March 29 Ord March 29 

Suita, Ropert. and Ropert Mavenuay Sirsa, Willington 
oat, Sane © — Newcastle on Tyne 

et darch 29 


Sranepyk, JOHAN yang *Fal..outh, See, Out- 
fitter Truro Pet March 8) Ord March 30 

Sroxes, Freperick, Worksop, Auctioneer Sheffield Pet 
March 30 Ora March 30 

Swarx, H, Mancnester, Silk Agent Manchester Pet 
March 15 Ord March 29 

Tuevrer, CHARLES ALBERT, Mason's av, Licensed 

w Victualler sigh Comes Pet March 30 Ord March 30 
ELLER, CHARLES, sding, Furniture Dealer Reacing 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

Wuitraker, Txomas, Manchester, Aniline 
pe mene Manchester Pet March 1 Ord 

Wixprep, Wim, Brockley, Kent High Court Pet 
Maren 5 Ord March 28 


Wixpsor, Jony, Porth, Giams, Dairyman Pontypridd 
Ww: a Taow. ‘Y sectamaion, 1 t Wol 

INNALL, ~~ ainter ver= 
hampton Pe Tears so Ord March 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Ameier, Wit.1Am, Sheffield, Builder April 11 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Figtree In, theffield 

AxvunpAce, Hagey, Crumpsali, nr Manchester, Fish Dealer 
April 17 at 3 ‘Om Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

AvckLanp, CHaRLes Roseart, 
f 


——. 

at 12 Of Rec, # 
Soames, a, Rechdaie, Licensed V: 
Toanhali, Rochdale 
eiaakt > then Joux, Skegness, Lincs, Medical Prac- 
titiover April 11 at i215 Of Rec, 4, and 6, West st, 


Bowyer, atpert Epwarp, Melksham, Wilts, Boot Seller 
April 12 at 11.30 Ot Se See 6 ee 

BroapBEnt, 7 ety Bingley, Yorks, Malster April 15 
atil Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Bu.tows, ALaeRNon THomas, Walsail, Ironfounder’s 

April 12 at 12 30 Off Bec Wol oa 

ee a Eccies, Lanes, Cioth Agent April 17 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Carrett, Ernest Epwix, Manchester April 19 at 2.30 
Off Rec, Manchester 


Cup, ARTHUR, Cabana , Yorks, Monumental Mason 
April s2atil Off Bea’ 31, Manor row, Bradford 

2 ts Traveller 
april 16 at 11 pidge, Carey st 

Ciark, Jonny, Colne, Lan Saeetine April 11 
at 11.30 ‘Off Rec, 14, Chapal st, 

Daviss, Jouy, Torq Chemist ion tt ll at 1045 Of 
Ree, 18, Bedfura cise 


circus, 

Daisco.t, ‘fimoray, 8t John’s st, Clerkenwell, Tailor April 
16atl2 Bankruptcy 

Fears, WiLL1aM Serpent, Northampton, Stationer April 
10 at12 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampt.n 

Forsyts, Srersex, Maltster April 10 at 3 
Off Reo, 29, John st, Sunderland 

Hanson, Bowakp, Bradford, Confectioner April 12 at 12 
Oot 31, Manor Bradford 


row, 
Huw, Wiiwiam James, Commercial Traveller 
12 at 2.30 Or 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Howarp, Ww G, hey April 10 at 10.0 
theneum ter, Plymouth 


6, 
fone ES J, re April 12 at 12.3) Off Reo, 
Nexrpuam, Joszra, Licensed Victualler April 1 
atlz 


Newron, Cuantotre Anne Ewity, Newmarket, Suffolk, 
Farmer aprii 17 at 10.30 Otf Ree, 5 Petty Cary, 


Prac 6 » ¥ Joiner A 16 at 

“A130 Gout Ropert o, Delgten, orks, pril 16 a 
ANT, Pract onan Liacola's —ry Solicitor 

10 at 12 Om Reo, 81, Alexandre 1d, Gwansen 
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Rourriz, Bowarp Warxixs. Didsbury, Stationery Agent 
April 17 at 2.30 Off Rec, st, Manchester 

Scorr. Davin, Barrow in Furness, nay ay April 12 at 11 
Off Rec. 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow 


Szzey, Mae Henry, Swindon, Wilts, Be Builder April 10 | 
at 3 


Regent circus, S 


Off Rec, 38, don 
Suaw, Henny, Nottingham, ape 12 at 12 Off 


Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Not‘ii | 
Towrer, Herreert, Bath, Lessee and ol April 12 at 12 
Off Rec. Bald 


win st, Bristo' 

Tvuspy, Epwarp, Higham, nr Padiham, agate Labourer 
April 11 at 11 Bec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

ToRNER, Pamas, Beiem April 1¢ at 11 es 24, Railway 
app, idge 

Va poe ght Hexry, Monmouth, Butcher’s Manager 
A 2 at 12 Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, 

on 


Wakeriktp, Apert, Barnes, Storekeeper April 11 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Ween. Gronce Jouy, Lozells, Birmingham. Manufacturer 
of Blestro Plate April 12 at 11 174, Corporation st, 


Wicks, Antnur Frawcis, Frome, Somerset, Licensed 
bw ad April 12 at 1215 Off Ree, dwin st, 


Vows. Fraxx Epw vr Respehore, Traveller April 17 


at 12 Bankru Carey st 
Woop, , a Fraxcis, dy Tin Plate > aeaaad 


gham. 
April 11 at 11 174, Corporation st, Birmingha’ 
Woopcock, Wiitiam, Leeds, Grocer April 11 at 11,30 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDIZATIONS. 


Apes, Argtnor Ernest, Gram —. Cornwall, Grocer 
Truro March 30 Ord 
AvcKiaxp, CuaRntes Roser, Lichtelt, Cycle Manufac- 
turer Walsail Pet March 4 d March 20 
Barxer. Fasina Artuve, a, Soler in Fancy Goods 
Sliigh Court Pet March2 Ord March 28 
Bepsroox, wusten © Hewey, ‘Guan late Schoolmaster 
Wandeworth Pet March 30 Ord March 30 
Baewnetr. Georrrey Frepenrick Pitxinetox, East Barton, 
‘olk, + Bury 8t Edmunds Pet March 11 


Beynetr. James Wittism, Leicester, Grocer Leicester 
Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

Bsrrecuinerr, Evizaseta Hester, Newman st. Oxford 
st, Outfitter High Court Pet Feb 22 Ord March 28 

Berrs, Faeperick,  sag~ Confectioner Ipswich Pet 
March 23 Ord March 

Camsron, James ALLEN _ SO Wandsworth, Coal 
Merchant High Court Pet Nov 26 Ord March 28 

Cuarx, Joux, Colne, Lancs, Factory Operative Burnley 
Pet Feb 26 Ord March 28 


Davies, Joux, Torquay, Chemist Exeter Pet March 29 
Ord March 29 


| Payng, Joun Wrwx, 


Ex.iort, Joszrx Jackson, Liverpool, Meat Salesman 
Liverpool t March 9 Ord March 28 

Evayxs, Jonx, Aberaman, , Grocer Aberdare 

et March 28 Ord March 28 

Evaxs, WILLiaMfREDFERN, Ties on Een, b Desighe, Builder 
Bangor Pet March 7 Ord Marc’ 

Fussry, Arruvr, Sao. "ronmoogs Middles- 
borough Pet Dec 18 Ord Ma 

Gray. JAMEs, Bradford, Builder ~~ ¥ Pet March2 Ord 
March 28 


Guitrorp, Witt1am ARTHUR, ie, Farmer Leicester 
Pet March 30 Ord March 
Hanson, Groraz, Rristol, —tud Merchant Bristol Pet 
Feb 5 Ord March 30 


Herzoc, Conran, Walbrook, Engineer High Court Pet 
Feb'16 Ord March 


Hory, } en. ooo , ne Musical Agent High 
Court Pet March 29 Ord March 30 
Howarp, Grorce Henay, 


ee Notts, Draper 

Nottingham Pet March 30 30 

Hvuocn, Wituiam, Veryan, A Builder Truro Pet 
March 30 Ord March 30 

Hype, Rosert Boye, and Tomas Natu, Philpot In, Reng 
Merchants High Court Pet March 18 Ord March 

Kipp. Asranam, Manchester Manchest Pet March 4 
Ord March 26 


McCayn, Danizt, Kiogston ei Hull, Hatter Kingston 
upon Hull Pet March 29 March 29 
ampstand, Builder High 
March 2 





Messencer, James Henry. 
Court Pet March 22 
Nicnotas, Witxiram. Sy ae - Al Cardiff Pet 

March 2 


oh Eingewinf d, Staffs, G Sto 
or. 's, Grocer ur= 
bridge Pet March 16 Ord March 30 
Dense PuHILuIP, ae. Farmer Car- 


marthen Pet March 28 

Porteipce, Harry, Claph Wand th Pet March 29 

March 29 

Privor, ee Seay f In, Solicitor High Court Pet 
Jan 24 Ord March 

Ramspen, phon warty Boot Maker Leeds Pet March 
29 Ord March 29 


Roserts, Faeperick Georce, Ludgate hill, Dentist High 
Court Pet Feb12 Ord March 

Roserts, JOHN, wnda. arnarvons, 
Bangor Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

Rosters, Jouy, Stretford, nr Manchester. Railway Con- 
tractor Salford Pet March 27 Ord March 29 

Rurriz, Epwarp Warkxiss, Didsbury, ~ ed Agent 
Manchester Pet March 21 Ord March 

Scumort, Cart Franz Turopor, and tol Harrop, 
Weston st, sey, Hide Merchants High Court 
Pet March 4 Ord March 29 

Surixorr. Isaac, Hanley, Cabinet Manufacturer Hanley 
Pet Feb 18 Ord March 29 





Stonemason 








Sort, Wittiam Henry, Parham, Suffolk, F 
Ipswich } Ord March 29 —= 








8 J = = aes th, Outfitter Tru 

TANGBYE, JonHan Hoimsor, yu 

a She 

roxes, Fr Ky p, Aucti fie} 

March 80 Ord March 30 aM 

Tvurnze, Tuomas, Balham Wandsworth Pet March 9 
Ord March 28 

Waoney, ae Papoatant, Sussex Brighton Pe 


‘Warp, Saran Janz, tae, Draper Blackburn Pe 
Feb13 Ord March 28 
‘WELLER, CHARLEs, Reading, Furniture Dealer Reading 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
‘Witsox, Frank Epwarp. Eastcheap. Traveller High 
Ww, Court — ree pt) A! . 1 
rnpsor, Jonny, Po Pon 
March 28 Ord Serhan" — i 
Wiywatt, Toomas. Wolverhampton, Sutstes Wolver- 
w gs ~~ March oe March 
‘oop, Joun ANncIs, Birmingham, Tin plate Worker 
Birmingham Pet March 20 Ord March 29 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Partinctox, Joux, Horwich, Lancs, Mineral Water 


Manufacturer Bolton Aaj ud Jan 7, 1899 
March 20, 1901 . a: 








All letters intended for publication in the 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 


application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtorrors’ Journat, 
26s.; by Post, 28s Volwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 








INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


CLASSES AND TUITION FOR 


TUTORS. 


ARTICLED CLERKS. 


J. Cantzr Harrison, 30, Bedford-row, W.C. oe? Copverensing, Common Law, and Bankruptoy. 


Lzowanp H. West, LL.D., Birkbeck Bank- chambers, Chancery-lan 


Cxrasezs for Final Students are held at the Hall of the Society on four 
afternoons each week during the following periods: August to January; 


January to June. 


be hurried. 


Students may join the classes either before or after the Intermediate 
oe without subscribing to the course of Postal instruction, but it 
is recommended that they should avail thomselves of both modes of in- 


struction. 
Subscribers to either Class or Postal instruction have the opportunity of | 
consulting the Tutors upon the work of the course in personal interview or 


by letter at any time. 


To those Clerks who are articled at a distance from large towns systematic 
instruction with advice and help is given, and a course of preparation | | have been successful, an 
through the post has been devised, and is found to be useful where personal 


tuition is impracticable. 


Class instruction is also provided on the selected portions of Stephen's 
jects above named, and it is recommended that the 


Commentaries and the su 
classes should be j joined 


Students can join ‘the classes at any time, the fees being proportionate tothe | » ” 
attendance, except that no fee shall be less than that for a three 


length of 


months’ course. 


‘These periods afford five months’ class preparation, and students are 
advised to subscribe for a full course otherwise the work must necessarily }. 


e, W.0.— 
Ecclesiastical Law. Stephen’s Commentaries. 


Conveyancing, Common 


Criminal and Magisterial Law ; Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty ; and 


afforded by fortnightly papers, and embraces the following subjects: Equity, 
Law, Bankruptcy, Criminal and Magisterial Law, 


Probate, Divorce, Admiralty, and Ecclesiastical Law. 


| been 


examination. 





Rooms are — where subscribers may study, and books are supplied | » ” 


without extra 


Periodical test coominctions are held by the Tutors, 
‘The Classes for Intermediate Students are held in the Hall of the Society | |, se 


on three afternoons in each week during the fo 


November ; October to January ; January to April ; 


Subscribers ma subscribe for successive c’ 


Books can be o 


from Messrs. Stevens & Sons, or other law lending | the I 
lilaary, for an unnual subscription of a guinea and s-half to cover the course | of half the fore = payable by other persons not being 


of work for the Final Examination, and Stephen’s Commentaries can be | Council of TPO! 


supplied to either Class of Postal Subscribers, at an annual subscription | 
satay guinea, on application to the Tutor, Dr West. 


the case of students who have not passed the 
the a is by 
selected ‘s 


Intermediate Examination | Tickets, upon 


Fes Ges “che eve penied Oe ekeeanitato Tpminction tnstvestion ie 








Articled Cates may attend the Lectures and Classes ¢' 
nous of Court, under the direction of the Council <: 


tion for payment of the cone 
adel Clie ofeach Fora 
application to the Seozerasy of the Incorporated Law Society. 
means of monthly papers, and deals with the | Cheques and Post Office Orders should be made ig to the Sscaerast, 
Commentaries. and crossed ‘‘ Messrs. Barctay & 
| Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, June, 1805. 


These papers both before and after the Intermediate Examinations are 

varied each year, so that students who may subscribe for more than one 
| year’s tuition receive additional assistance. 

These courses may be commenced at any time, but the Tutors recommend 
that the Intermediate course should be commenced at an early stage of the 
| Articles, and the Final course soon after the Intermediate Examination has 


The results obtained have been satisfactory. Many pupils have obtained 
| honours, and the percentage of passes is a high one, exceeding §5 per cent. 
| of between three and four hundred pupils who last presented themselves for 


It has an gy on several occasions that all Olass pupils 


the same has occurred in the case of subscribers to 


the Correspondence Courses. 
TERMS. 
FINAL. 
Class Instruction, Smonths... aa, oa £9 4 4 
the expiration of a course of Postal instruction. . - — .. vata : 8890 
after | previous Postal Instruction... $ ° ; 
’ mon’ ooo ooo ooo 200 
/ " after peovions Postal Tnstruction... Ue a 
Postal Instruction, 2 years .. ae” ee ees ee ae 
1 year ~- 2 oa 
“INTERMEDIATE, 
| Class Instruction, 6 months ao ee dt ee Z 0 
9 pa after previous Postal Instruction... a one <a 0 
Ady: 8 months ‘ insti ” ts. Se oak ae ; $ 8 
peri ugust to after previous Postal uction.. , 
| Pes wal Instruction, 2 a a san. kas, ein 6 6 
ch to June. 15 ont : £20 


ven or held in connection with 
Education, upon pay@ 
es en rs of ao i, of Oost E.... 
Society with the Council o 
‘Aiticled Clerks will also be admitted to the viva vod 


uch Lectures and Classes, and vouchers fa 


» Urrrap,”” 
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